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Problem 
The church is losing its children. Research revealed that more than two thirds of 
the next generation leave their congregations during their teens and early 20s. Without 
these adolescents and young adults the church has no viable future. While the youth are 
able to make their way without church, the church will definitely not make its way 
without the youth. The problem addressed in this study is the continuing challenge for 
  
 
 
 
 
 
church leaders, educators, and administrators to provide the best possible conditions for 
spiritual and organizational growth in order to retain the next generation.  
Method 
Observation and anecdotal evidence have suggested for a long time that the faith 
development of adolescents and young adults is influenced by family and church factors. 
But no actual study had been done to investigate whether these observations can be 
confirmed and generalized across German-speaking Europe. This study is based on the 
data gathered by Valuegenesis Europe and examines if a relationship between family and 
church variables and the faith development of adolescents and young adults in Austria, 
Germany, and Switzerland can be established. All 335 items of the original Valuegenesis 
Europe questionnaire were checked for applicability. Finally, 145 items were selected 
that resulted in 13 family variables, 14 church variables, and 7 control variables. Further, 
four new faith development scales were constructed and first employed as a new outcome 
measure for adolescents and young adults in German-speaking Europe. The sample of 
this study was 1,359 adolescents and young adults between 14 and 25 years of age. Seven 
overarching null hypotheses were tested in order to answer the seven research questions 
of this study. For the statistical procedures, Pearson correlation coefficient, ANOVA, 
multiple regression analysis, and multiple regression analysis using forward stepwise and 
backward stepwise procedures were used.  
  
 
 
 
 
 
Results 
The study confirmed what anecdotal evidence already suggests: There are key 
factors of faith development in the area of family as well as in the area of church that 
influence the faith development of adolescents and young adults in German-speaking 
Europe. Family and church variables had the strongest relationship with the Belonging 
aspect of Faith Development followed by Doing and Believing. Caring always showed 
the weakest relationship. There are more and stronger key factors of faith development in 
the area of church than in the area of family. The strongest key factors in the area of 
family are Spiritual Life, Family Climate, and Religious Mother. The strongest key 
factors in the area of church are Church Activities, Youth Ministry, Importance of 
Church Relationships, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Worship Experience, 
Meaningful Youth Program, Thinking Climate, Spiritual Needs, and Church Warmth.   
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Background and Rationale 
The reason for this study is a circumstance that I deeply regret: the church is 
losing its children. Young women and men who grew up with Christian values are 
leaving their congregations when they leave home. Research has revealed that more than 
two-thirds of Protestant youth stop attending church before they reach their mid-20s 
(McConnell, 2007). The reasons for this are manifold. In the transition between high 
school and college life, young adults are facing many changes. Very often the new 
situation requires a move to another town, and such a change means that sooner or later 
most of their existing church relationships will fade in importance or disappear. The 
change often means their families are far away.  
Even if some young adults can stay in their home towns, their bonds to their peer 
group weaken as some of their friends move on and social relationships change 
significantly. After high school, daily and weekly routines begin to change, and work 
responsibilities may prevent young adults from attending either their former or a new 
congregation. Although this is just a straightforward excuse for some who do not want to 
attend church any longer or who need a break from church for personal reasons, those 
who do look for a church to attend find it difficult to find acceptance in the congregation. 
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It is not unusual for young adults who have to leave their home church for 
professional reasons and who seek a spiritual home in their new town to feel unwelcome 
in the new congregation. As a result, some seek fellowship within other denominations 
and stay where their spiritual needs are best met. 
Other reasons to stay or to leave are social or ethical ones. No other generation in 
the church mirrors the need for a combination of spiritual, social, and ethical reasons 
more than do adolescents during the critical time period up to young adulthood. Leaving 
the church is usually a gradual process for youth between the time of their past 
experiences in their local congregations and the variety of new opportunities they have as 
young adults. While the two-thirds who stop attending their congregations are able to 
make their way without church, the church will definitely not make its way without them 
(McConnell, 2007).  
Even if the numbers for the Seventh-day Adventist church are looking slightly 
better than for other Protestant churches, they are thoroughly alarming. Because they are 
aware that losing the next generation would seriously endanger the future of the church, 
administrative leaders of the church continuously invest in the youth. In addition to well-
developed ministries in the areas of family and church, Seventh-day Adventists are 
running one of the largest private school systems in the world that was recently found to 
be extremely successful in developing people who think critically (Kido, Thayer, & 
Cruise, 2009). Nevertheless the church is losing half of its youth before they pass their 
mid-20s (Dudley, 2000). It is true that one could argue that not all of those who leave 
have departed permanently. Still, since so many are leaving, the question had to be asked, 
How do adolescents and young adults develop their faith commitment and what role do 
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the family and the church play in this process? For this reason, early in 1990 the Seventh-
day Adventist church in the United States conducted one of the most comprehensive 
youth surveys ever undertaken by a Christian church, called Valuegenesis. The focus of 
this pioneering project was to learn more about the needs, beliefs, and values of 
adolescents and young adults in the Seventh-day Adventist church. It concentrated on the 
intersection of family, church, and school in the development of faith maturity. The 
Valuegenesis survey was repeated in 2000 and again in 2010 (Dudley & Gillespie, 1992; 
Gillespie, 2010; Gillespie, Donahue, Gane, & Boyatt, 2004) to track some longitudinal 
development.  
In Europe, where the Seventh-day Adventist Church does not have a similar 
school system and no reliable statistics about the loss of young people exist, anecdotal 
evidence indicates that the church in German-speaking Europe is facing a similar 
problem, but under more negative preconditions in the society. Although the church as an 
institution is still accepted by the public in general, 65% of the adolescents and young 
adults in Germany agree that the church offers no answers to their concerns; 29% indicate 
belief in a vague supernatural deity; 51% feel unsure or definitely do not believe in any 
higher power. Only 30% of German youth believe in a personal God. Seventy-one 
percent want to bring up their own children in the same way they were raised 
(Hurrelmann & Albert, 2006).  
Familiar with these general contextual trends and aimed with the results of 
Valuegenesis in the United States, the youth departments of the Seventh-day Adventist 
church in Europe wanted more specific data about their adolescents and young adults as 
well. So they brought Valuegenesis to Europe and established a research committee that 
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adapted the original questionnaire to the European background, focusing on the 
intersection between young people, the church, and contemporary culture. Since Europe 
does not have a well-developed denominational primary or secondary school system, 
questions referring to school were removed before the survey was translated. Then in 
2006 the European youth departments conducted the Valuegenesis Europe survey. The 
survey focused on creating the first comprehensive picture of the beliefs, values, and 
practices of Seventh-day Adventist youth in Europe in order to develop culturally 
appropriate strategies to support youth ministry at the church and the family level (Casti, 
2007).  
The future of the church is rooted in the present, and the question is how the 
church can impact the lives of young people and the critical decisions they make for life 
including their commitment to Christ. It is essential that the church learns more about 
what keeps young people connected to Christ and to the church in a vital way. However, 
what Dudley stated years before remains true:  
We cannot predict the future, but the frightening possibility that the present 
picture represents tomorrow’s reality should involve . . . leaders and members in 
some serious consideration. . . . The impending problem will be easier to address 
now than if we wait until the system breaks down. (Dudley, 2000, p. 37)  
Even though anecdotal evidence overwhelmingly suggests that there is a tension 
between the church’s desire to retain its young people and the actual ability of the church 
to integrate them as fully engaged members in the church community life, surprisingly, 
almost no studies have focused on this problem.  For this reason, the current study looks 
at the connection between those factors in family and church that are hypothesized to 
have a relationship to the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults in German-
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speaking Europe. This is the first time that the data of the Valuegenesis Europe have been 
used in a PhD study. With this in mind, Europe takes its place in the constructive 
approach of the Valuegenesis tradition of research: “No more prizes for predicting rain; 
prizes only for building arks” (Gillespie, 2010, p. 3; Gillespie et al., 2004, p. 388). 
Statement of the Problem 
The church is losing its children. Research has revealed that more than 50% of the 
potential members in the Western world leave their congregations during their teens and 
early 20s. Without these adolescents and young adults who constitute the next generation, 
the church has no viable future. The problem addressed in this study is the continuing 
challenge for church leadership to provide the best possible conditions for spiritual and 
organizational growth in order to retain the next generation. This is underlined by Dudley 
(2000) who states: “The church can have no higher priority than stemming the loss of 
young adults” (p. 37).   
Purpose of the Study 
Various factors influence the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults. 
This study examines the influence of Family and Church on Faith Development in 
German-speaking Europe. Based on the new Valuegenesis data, the study analyzes 
variables in Family and Church that were hypothesized to have a positive relationship 
with Faith Development. It is the purpose of this study to learn more about key factors of 
Faith Development, to understand how Family and Church relate to the Faith 
Development of adolescents and young adults in German-speaking Europe, and to 
provide verifiable knowledge for leadership, education, and administration.  
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Research Questions 
This study addresses the following research questions: 
Research Question 1: What is the relationship between Family and Church 
variables and Faith Development? 
Research Question 2: How does the relationship between each Family and Church 
variable and Faith Development vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin? 
Research Question 3: What is the relationship between Faith Development and a 
combination of all Family variables and a combination of all Church variables? 
Research Question 4: How does the relationship between Faith Development and 
the combination of all Family variables and the combination of all Church variables vary 
by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, 
Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin? 
Research Question 5: What is the relationship between Faith Development and a 
combination of all variables from both areas? 
Research Question 6: How does the relationship between Faith Development and 
a combination of all variables from both areas vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin? 
Research Question 7: Is there a small set of variables that can predict Faith 
Development as well as the complete set of variables? 
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Significance of the Study 
Because the youth are not only the church of tomorrow, but are already part of the 
church today, it is vital for spiritual leadership, pastoral education, and business 
administration to identify the key factors of Faith Development for postmodern 
adolescents and young adults. Moreover, youth will be the church of tomorrow only if 
today’s church realizes its responsibility to provide the best possible conditions to retain 
them. Based on the data of Valuegenesis Europe, this study is the first PhD dissertation 
that attempts to provide knowledge about the relationship between key family and church 
factors and the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults in German-speaking 
Europe.   
Spiritual Leadership 
If spiritual leaders are called to build the church (Matt 16:18.19), growth has to be 
understood not only as numerical growth through adding new members, but also as a 
challenge to develop the spiritual dimension of growth. This study is important for 
spiritual leaders because they are the ones who shape many of the factors related to Faith 
Development, interpersonal behavior, and the spiritual dimension. 
Pastoral Education 
This study is important for pastoral education because its findings might 
contribute to the curricula at theological seminaries in order to provide skills in areas that 
are needed to create a supportive environment for the Faith Development of adolescents 
and young adults as responsible members of the church. 
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Business Administration 
Business administrators are responsible to represent their organizations and to 
ensure that the mission statement and board decisions correspond to one another. This 
study is important for business administration in both aspects. It findings can assist 
administrators to focus on the mission of the church to keep the next generation, and to 
justify the allocation of resources needed to provide the best possible conditions for 
retaining the next generation. 
Definition of Terminology 
This study uses specific terminology. To foster a common understanding, to 
preclude wrong expectations, and to avoid misunderstandings the following definitions of 
terms and concepts used in this study are provided here: 
Adolescents and Young Adults: Used to define the target group of this study – 
youth between 14 and 25 years of age who are connected to the Seventh-day Adventist 
church. 
Church: Church factors studied in this dissertation are: Church Activities, Church 
Attendance, Church Influence, Church Sensitive Communication, Church Warmth, Clear 
Vision, Importance of Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, Regular Youth 
Program, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual Needs, Thinking Climate, 
Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry.  
Euro-Africa Division: As an administrative unit of the Seventh-day Adventist 
World Church until the end of 2011, the Euro-Africa Division (EUD) represented the 
work of the Seventh-day Adventist church in 27 countries in parts of Central, Southern 
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and Eastern Europe, and in the 10/40 window of North Africa and the Mediterranean Sea 
area and served around 176,000 church members in approximately 2,500 churches. 
Today, from headquarters in Bern, Switzerland, the Inter-European Division oversees the 
work of Seventh-day Adventist church in 17 countries in Central, Southern, and Eastern 
Europe (see Appendix E).  
Faith Development: In this study, faith, and therefore, Faith Development, is 
defined in terms of Believing, Belonging, Caring, and Doing. Items for the scales of these 
four dimensions were selected from the original questionnaire of the Valuegenesis 
Europe study. Believing refers to one’s personal faith in terms of a sense of emotional 
reassurance and cognitive affirmation. Belonging measures the importance of being part 
of a congregation. Caring refers to a sense of social responsibility willing to care for 
fellow humans and the environment. Doing measures the attempt of living and applying 
one’s convictions and sharing them with others. 
Family: Family factors studied in this dissertation are: Affectionate Father, 
Affectionate Mother, Family Climate, Family Influence, Family Religious Background, 
Overprotective Father, Overprotective Mother, Parents’ Sensitive Communication, 
Permissive Father, Permissive Mother, Religious Father, Religious Mother, and Spiritual 
Life. 
German-speaking Europe: Used to describe the German-speaking unions and 
conferences in Europe. All of them belong to the territory of the Euro-Africa Division. 
These are the Austrian Union, the North German Union (Berlin-Brandenburg 
Conference, Central German Conference, Hansa Conference, Lower Saxonian 
Conference, and Northern Rhenish-Westfalian Conference), the South German Union 
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(Baden-Wuerttemberg Conference, Central Rhenish Conference, North Bavarian 
Conference, South Bavarian Conference), and the German-Swiss Conference. For the 
geographical distribution of the German language in Switzerland see Appendix E. 
Key factor: Used to define the most influential variables on adolescents’ and 
young adults’ Faith Development within the two areas of Family and Church.  
Leadership: Even though there are numerous definitions of leadership in this 
study, leadership is understood as “the ability to inspire confidence in and support among 
the people who are needed to achieve organizational goals” (DuBrin, 2001, p. 22) 
 Seventh-day Adventist Church: The Christian group known as Seventh-day 
Adventists grew out of the Millerite movement in the United States during the middle 
part of the 19th century and was formally established in 1863. Today around 15,700,000 
church members are organized in 64,000 churches worldwide. Of these, around 41,000 
church members are organized into 460 churches in German-speaking Europe. Seventh-
day Adventists observe the seventh day of the Judeo-Christian week as the Sabbath and 
believe in the second coming of Jesus Christ. The first Seventh-day Adventist Church in 
Europe was founded in 1867 in Tramelan, Switzerland (Schulze, 2001, pp. 17-19; 
Seventh-day Adventist Yearbook 2010).  
Trans-European Division: As an administrative unit of the Seventh-day Adventist 
world church, the Trans-European Division (TED) represents the work of the Seventh-
day Adventist Church in 36 countries in parts of Northern, Western, Central and South-
East Europe, the Middle East, Africa, and Asia. From headquarters in St. Albans, United 
Kingdom, the Trans-European Division serves around 108,000 church members in 1,380 
churches (see Appendix E). 
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Sustainability: While there are numerous attempts to define sustainability, in this 
study the term is used to express the necessity to care already today for the needs of 
tomorrow (The Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable Development, 2002). 
Valuegenesis Europe: Between autumn 2006 and summer 2007, the Seventh-day 
Adventist Church in Europe, represented by the Euro-Africa Division and the Trans-
European Division, implemented the most extensive online survey ever undertaken 
among their young people to learn more about their beliefs, values, attitudes, experiences, 
lifestyles and spiritual needs (see Appendix A). This survey was called Valuegenesis 
Europe and reached a total of 6,326 participants. 
Assumptions 
First, it is assumed that participants were able to understand the questionnaire. 
Second, it is assumed that respondents answered honestly. Third, it is assumed that 
anonymity was guaranteed to the respondents. 
Conceptual Framework 
Based on the dataset of Valuegenesis Europe this study analyzes original and 
modified family and church factors that are hypothesized to have a positive relationship 
with the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults in German-speaking Europe. 
Figure 1 shows all 38 variables of the study. The four aspects of Faith Development as 
they are used in this study as dependent variables are labeled Believing, Belonging, 
Caring, and Doing.  
Factors in the area of Family as they are used in this study as independent 
variables are Affectionate Father, Affectionate Mother, Family Climate, Family  
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Figure 1: Variables of the study. 
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Influence, Family Religious Background, Overprotective Father, Overprotective Mother, 
Parents’ Sensitive Communication, Permissive Father, Permissive Mother, Religious 
Father, Religious Mother, and Spiritual Life.  
Factors in the area of Church as they are used in this study as independent 
variables are Church Activities, Church Attendance, Church Influence, Church Sensitive 
Communication, Church Warmth, Clear Vision, Importance of Church Relationships, 
Meaningful Youth Program, Regular Youth Program, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, 
Spiritual Needs, Thinking Climate, Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry.  
Control variables of this study are Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin. All 
variables are described in more detail in Chapter 3. 
Limitations of the Study  
Because of the complexity of the topic and to avoid wrong expectations, several 
limitations of the study need to be explained:  
First, the study is limited to participants of the Valuegenesis Europe. Second, 
participants were not chosen randomly but selected by local pastors. Third, Seventh-day 
Adventist background of the participants was defined by current or irregular attendance 
or having contact with the church within the last 2 years. Fourth, even though the study 
targeted all adolescents and young adults attending church regularly, irregularly, or 
having any contact to the church within the last two years, it has to be stated that the 
latter group could not be reached by the survey. Fifth, since the items for the Faith 
Development scales were based on pre-existing data they had to be selected from the 
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items of the original questionnaire of the Valuegenesis Europe. In some cases I found that 
this pool of items did not include some items that would have expressed faith in the four 
categories in a more satisfying way. The reader needs to keep in mind that the labels were 
applied after the factor analysis to express a common theme of the item groups. 
Delimitations of the Study 
First, adolescents and young adults were between 14 and 25 years of age when 
they participated in the Valuegenesis Europe survey. Second, adolescents and young 
adults were living in Austria, Germany, or Switzerland when they participated in the 
Valuegenesis Europe survey. Third, aspects of Faith Development were measured in 
terms of Believing, Belonging, Caring, and Doing. 
Organization of the Study 
This study hypothesizes a positive correlation between specific family and church 
factors and Faith Development of adolescents and young adults. Chapter 1 introduces the 
problem, the purpose, and the research questions of the study. Chapter 2 gives an 
overview about the relevant literature related to the topic. Chapter 3 outlines the 
methodology of the study, describes the population, the sample, the variables, the null 
hypotheses, and the research design. The results of this study are presented in detail in 
Chapter 4. Chapter 5 summarizes the study, discusses the findings, draws conclusions, 
lists implications for practice, and gives recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
The second chapter of this study reviews relevant literature as it relates to the 
topic. First, essential approaches to Faith Development research are reviewed. Second, 
since this study used and modified data and measures of the Valuegenesis Europe, 
relevant publications of former Valuegenesis surveys and the Valuegenesis Europe as 
well are analyzed. Further, a brief introduction into the evolution, employment, and 
critique on the Faith Maturity scale as the original outcome measure of the Valuegenesis 
instrument is given. Third, perceptions on adolescents and young adults in German-
speaking Europe are reviewed. The chapter ends with a brief summary.  
Faith Development 
Much has been written on Faith Development since Fowler (1981) published his 
widely respected “Stages of Faith” model, whereby he not only coined a name for this 
field of research but even evoked a new scientific interest in the “Psychology of Human 
Development and the Quest for Meaning”. Fowler described faith “rather than belief or 
religion” as “the most fundamental category in the human quest for relation to 
transcendence” and “an orientation of the total person, giving purpose and goal to one’s  
hopes and strivings, thoughts and actions” (p. 14) and characterized faith as: 
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People’s evolved and evolving ways of experiencing self, others and world (as they 
construct them) as related to and affected by the ultimate conditions of existence (as 
they construct them) and of shaping their lives’ purposes and meanings, trusts and 
loyalties, in light of the character of being, value and power determining the ultimate 
conditions of existence (as grasped in their operative images – conscious and 
unconscious of them. (pp. 92-93)  
Based on these axioms, Fowler formulated six stages of faith that are briefly 
summarized in the next section. 
Fowler’s Stages of Faith 
Fowler (1981) identifies six successive stages of faith as well as a pre-stage called 
Infancy and Undifferentiated Faith. In this pre-stage, from birth to age 2, “the seeds of 
trust, courage, hope, and love are fused in an undifferentiated way and contend with 
sensed threats of abandonment, inconsistencies and deprivations in an infant’s 
environment” (p. 121). 
Stage 1, from ages 3 to 7, is called the Intuitive-Projective Faith. Fowler sees the 
emergent strength of this stage in its “birth of imagination” and in “the ability to unify 
and grasp the experience-world in powerful images . . . as presented in stories that 
register the child’s intuitive understanding and feelings toward the ultimate conditions of 
existence” (p. 134). The dangers in this stage “arise from the possible possession of the 
child’s imagination by unrestrained images of terror and destructiveness” (p. 134) as well 
as from “the witting or unwitting exploitation” (p. 134) of the child’s “imagination in the 
reinforcement of taboos and moral or doctrinal expectations” (see also pp. 133-134). 
Stage 2, from Grade 1 to puberty, is called the Mythic-Literal Faith. While “the  
rise of narrative and the emergence of story, drama, and myth as ways of finding and 
giving coherence to experience” (p. 149) is the new capacity of this stage, “the limitations 
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of literalness” (p.150) as well as an “excessive reliance upon reciprocity as a principle for 
constructing an ultimate environment” (p.150) may occur in extremes: “an 
overcontrolling, stilted perfectionism or works righteousness” (p.150) on the one hand, or 
“an abasing sense of badness embraced because of mistreatment, neglect or the apparent 
disfavor of significant others” (p.150) on the other hand (see also pp. 149-150). 
Stage 3, from adolescence age to young adulthood, is called the Synthetic-
Conventional Faith. Fowler describes the value of this stage in “the forming of a personal 
myth” that is becoming one’s own “in identity and faith, incorporating one’s past and 
anticipated future in an image of the ultimate environment unified by characteristics of 
personality” (p. 173). Deficiencies in this stage are that “the expectations and evaluations 
of others can be so compellingly internalized and sacralized that later autonomy of 
judgment and action can be jeopardized” (p. 173). Further “interpersonal betrayals can 
give rise either to nihilistic despair about a personal principle of ultimate being or to a 
compensatory intimacy with God unrelated to mundane relations” (p. 173; see also p. 
172). 
Stage 4, from young adulthood to the mid-30s, is called the Individuative-
Reflective Faith. Many adults do not construct it. The ascendant strength of this stage is 
“its capacity of critical reflection on identity and outlook,” (p. 182) and its dangers are 
“an excessive confidence in the conscious mind and in critical thought” (p. 182) as well 
as “a kind of second narcissism in which the now clearly bounded, reflective self 
overassimilates reality and the perspectives of others into its own world view” (pp. 182-
183) inherent in its strengths. 
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Stage 5, usually not before mid-life years, is called the Conjunctive Faith. Its 
strength “comes in the light of the ironic imagination – a capacity to see and be in one’s 
or one’s group most powerful meanings, while simultaneously recognizing that they are 
relative, partial and inevitably distorting apprehensions of transcendent reality” (p. 198). 
Fowler describes the danger of Stage 5 “in the direction of a paralyzing passivity or 
inaction giving rise to complacency or cynical withdrawal due to its paradoxical 
understanding of truth” (p. 198; see also p. 197). 
Stage 6, only in some few cases and as the radical actualization of Stage 5, is 
called the Universalizing Faith. Fowler characterizes individuals at Stage 6 not as “to be 
perfect” (p. 202) but as “exceedingly rare” (p. 200) persons who “have generated faith 
compositions in which their felt sense of an ultimate environment is inclusive of all 
being” (p. 200). These are individuals whose “heedlessness to self-preservation” (p. 200) 
and whose “vividness of their taste and feel for transcendent moral and religious actuality 
give their actions and words an extraordinary and often unpredictable quality” (p. 200). 
Individuals at this stage “are ready for fellowship with persons at any of the other stages 
and from any other faith tradition” (p. 201). Nonetheless and though they are proclaiming 
an “ultimate respect for being” (p. 201), often are they – “more honored and revered after 
death than during their lives” (p. 201) – killed by those whom they hoped to change.  
Nonetheless it would not be appropriate to reduce Faith Development research 
only to Fowler’s writings and to those scholars who have followed the model of his 
stages. In fact, it is necessary to recognize some of the earlier approaches to Faith 
Development in the fields of developmental psychology and lifespan research as well as 
some publications that came after Fowler, which not only followed Fowler but even 
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criticized or substantially modified his model. In this study they are named as Pre-Fowler 
research and Post-Fowler research (Slee, 1996). 
Pre-Fowler Research 
There are numerous thoughtful publications on developmental psychology and 
lifespan research. One of the most substantial and current overviews in the context of this 
study is given by Shaffer and Kipp (2010). Following their approach that a good theory 
needs to be parsimonious, falsifiable, and heuristic, they distinguish four major 
viewpoints: the psychoanalytic approach, learning theory and behaviorism, cognitive 
development, and ethological/ecological system theories. 
Psychoanalytical Approach 
Freud (1856-1939), who is regarded as the founder of psychoanalysis, proposed 
the id, the ego, and the superego as the three components of personality that become 
gradually integrated into five stages of psychosexual development: oral (birth to 1 year), 
anal (1 to 3 years), phallic (3 to 6 years), latency (6 to 12 years), and genital (from age 
12). While the id represents the inborn component of the personality driven by instincts, 
the ego characterizes the rational component of the personality. The superego is 
understood as the moral component of the psyche. Freud compares the relationship 
between the id and the ego to a horse and his rider when he explains: “Wie dem Reiter, 
will er sich nicht vom Pferd trennen, oft nichts anderes übrigbleibt, als es dahin zu 
führen, wohin es gehen will, so pflegt auch das Ich den Willen des Es in Handlung 
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umzusetzen, als ob es der eigene wäre”1 (Freud, 2000a, p. 294). Later Freud specified his 
idea of the superego as: “Träger des Ich-Ideals, an dem das Ich sich misst, dem es 
nachstrebt, dessen Anspruch auf immer weitergehende Vervollkommnung es zu erfüllen 
bemüht ist”2  and draws a direct connection to the parent generation when he explains: 
“Kein Zweifel, dieses Ich-Ideal ist der Niederschlag der alten Elternvorstellung, der 
Ausdruck der Bewunderung jener Vollkommenheit, die das Kind ihnen damals 
zuschrieb”3 (Freud, 2000b, p. 516; Shaffer & Kipp, 2010, pp. 41-43).   
Erikson (1902-1994) extended Freud’s approach by concentrating less on the sex 
instinct and more on the sociocultural determinants of development. He argues that 
people progress through a series of eight psychosocial conflicts that he identifies as: basic 
trust versus mistrust (birth to 1 year), autonomy versus shame and doubt (1 to 3 years), 
initiative versus guilt (3 to 6 years), industry versus inferiority (6 to 12 years), identity 
versus role confusion (12 to 20 years), intimacy versus isolation (20 to 40 years), 
generativity versus stagnation (40 to 65 years), and ego integrity versus despair (old age). 
Compared to the Freudian approach of psychosexual development, Erikson’s 
psychosocial crises correspond at least for the first four stages (oral, anal, phallic, 
latency) until age 12 and the last three stages (genital) from 20 years of age to old age. To 
meet stage five, identity versus role confusion, that is described elsewhere as “a special 
sort of synthesis of earlier stages and a special sort of anticipation of later ones” (Erikson, 
                                                 
1
 Often in the relationship between the ego and the id we find a picture of the less ideal situation in 
which the rider is obliged to guide his horse in the direction in which the horse itself wants to go. 
2
 …the carrier of the ego-ideal by which the ego measures itself, which it emulates, and whose 
demand for ever greater perfection it strives to fulfill. 
3
 There is no doubt that this ego-ideal is the precipitate of the old picture of the parents, an 
expression of admiration for the perfection which the child then attributed to them. 
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1964; Gross, 1987, p. 46), Shaffer and Kipp suggest an early genital phase (2010, pp. 44-
45). 
Jung (1875-1961) identified two attitudes, introverted and extraverted, as well as 
four functions, thinking, feeling, sensing, and intuition, that he combined to differentiate 
between eight psychological types: thinking introvert, feeling introvert, sensing introvert, 
and intuitional introvert, as well as thinking extravert, feeling extravert, sensing extravert, 
and intuitional extravert. In contrast to Freud and Erikson, Jung did not outline 
development stages nor did he consider the early years to be the most important ones. 
According to his approach, the psychic birth starts with adolescence, and personality 
development continues throughout the whole life. Thereby the psychological types rarely 
occur in their pure forms, but as widely ranged variations of the eight patterns. Another 
Jungian contribution, important in the context of the current study, runs in his interest in 
spirituality and the transcendent function of intuition and symbols. Jung understands the 
human being as homo religious who is responsible for the transformation of his god-
images and whose search for meaning and a power beyond the self needs to be satisfied. 
Both the intuitive mystical awareness of the holy in the profane and the nonverbal power 
of symbols and silence have attracted interest in Jung’s theories among Christian 
churches and other religious denominations (Engler, 2009, pp. 80-81; Jung, 2009, p. 11; 
Kelcourse, 2004, pp. 32-33). 
Learning Theory and Behaviorism 
Watson (1878-1958), who is regarded as the founder of behaviorism, viewed 
infants as tabulae rasae who develop habits from learning experiences. He considered the 
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environment as responsible for the direction of the individual’s development and 
understood development as a continuous process. Watson claimed that he could mold 
infants, regardless of their talents and background, to become whatever he wanted: “Give 
me a dozen healthy infants . . . and I'll guarantee to take any one at random and train him 
to become any type of specialist I might select – doctor, lawyer, artist, merchant-chief 
and, yes, even beggar-man and thief” (Shaffer & Kipp, 2010, pp. 46-47; Watson, 2009, p. 
81). 
Skinner (1904-1990) is regarded as the founder of radical behaviorism. In further  
development of Watson’s approach, Skinner proposed the operant learning theory. 
According to his observations that both animals and humans do and repeat what gets 
rewarded and avoid what gets criticized, he distinguished between operant, reinforcer, 
and punisher. Skinner was convinced that development reflects how an individual’s 
behavior was conditioned by support or rejection of his environment over time (Shaffer 
& Kipp, 2010, pp. 47-48; Skinner, 1992).  
Bandura (born in 1925) rejected Watson’s and Skinner’s environmental 
determinism. Instead, he proposes a reciprocal determinism in which children and 
adolescents have a hand in creating the environments that influence their development. 
Bandura agrees that children and adolescents are affected by their setting, but argues that 
the links between the individual, its behavior, and its environment are bidirectional. 
According to his social cognitive theory he views children as active information 
processors and proposes observational learning as the source of learning for children and 
adolescents (Bandura, 1977; Bandura & Walters, 1963; Shaffer & Kipp, 2010, pp. 48-
50). 
  
23 
Cognitive Development 
Piaget (1896-1980) pioneered the cognitive developmental viewpoint, a theory 
that describes children and adolescents as active explorers who construct cognitive 
schemata. Therefore he coined the terms assimilation, accommodation, equilibrium, and 
disequilibrium. While assimilation represents the process by which individuals interpret 
new experiences by incorporating them into their existing schemata, accommodation 
means the process by which individuals modify their existing schemes by incorporating 
or adapting new schemes. Both assimilation and accommodation are necessary 
developmental processes to resolve imbalances or contradictions (disequilibrium) and to 
reach balance and harmony (equilibrium). Piaget described cognitive development as an 
invariant sequence of four stages: sensorimotor (birth to 2 years), preoperational (2 to 7 
years), concrete operational (7 to 12 years), and formal operational (12 years and 
beyond), whereby he understands each one as a prerequisite for the following stage. 
Since every successive stage requires a more complex way of thinking, stages are 
following one particular order and cannot be skipped or omitted. Although each stage is 
assigned to a defined age, the rate at which individuals move through the different stages 
depends on factors such as personal endowment and external circumstances (Piaget, 
1952; Shaffer & Kipp, 2010, pp. 53-56). 
Vygotsky (1896-1934) proposed the sociocultural theory of cognitive 
development. He rejected the approach that every individual has to progress through the 
same stages of cognitive growth. Moreover, Vygotsky viewed cognitive development as 
culturally influenced and socially mediated activity and coined the phrase: “Through 
others, we become ourselves.” According to his understanding, an individual’s cognitive 
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growth and development depend on the interaction with more educated members 
according to the social setting and the cultural background rather than universal cognitive 
structures (Shaffer & Kipp, 2010, p. 56; Vygotsky, 1962; Vygotsky & Cole, 1978; 
Vygotsky, Rieber, & Carton, 1987).  
Kohlberg (1927-1987) built on Piaget’s theory of cognitive development and 
focused on the development of moral reasoning. According to his observations, Kohlberg 
distinguished between three moral levels (pre-conventional morality, conventional 
morality, and post-conventional morality) in six increasing stages (obedience and 
punishment orientation, self-interest orientation, interpersonal accord and conformity, 
authority and social-order maintaining orientation, social contract orientation, and 
universal ethical principles). In contrast to Piaget’s stages of cognitive development, 
Kohlberg did not link his stages of moral reasoning to a specific age nor did he consider 
moral reasoning as a guarantee for moral action (Kelcourse, 2004, pp. 40-43; Kohlberg, 
1981; Shaffer & Kipp, 2010, p. 56). 
Ethological/Ecological System Theories 
Lorenz (1903-1989) is regarded as the founder of modern ethology, who despite 
his unresolved past during the time of National Socialism has greatly contributed to the 
field of human development and lifespan research. Focusing on inborn or instinctual 
responses that are shared by all members of the same species and that steer individuals 
along similar paths of development, Lorenz viewed humans as born with adaptive 
attributes that have evolved through natural selection and proposed that the adaptive 
attributes channel development in order to promote survival. Lorenz understood human 
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development as influenced by individual experiences and preferred to study his subjects 
in their natural environment because he assumed that inborn behaviors are easily 
identified and better understood if they were observed in the setting where they evolved 
(Lorenz, 1978; Shaffer & Kipp, 2010, p. 59). 
Bowlby (1907-1990), who built on the idea that children display a wide variety of 
preprogrammed behaviors, expanded the ethological approach of human development 
and lifespan research by his theory of attachment. Whereas he first concentrated his 
research solely on bonding factors in mother-child relationships, later he advanced his 
studies even on adult attachments when he identified different measures of attachment 
between adults. Bowlby argued that certain adaptive characteristics are most likely to 
develop during sensitive periods of time and emphasized that individuals, though they are 
heavily influenced by their experiences, are even affected by their inborn characteristics 
that have an influence on their learning experiences (Bowlby, 1958; Shaffer & Kipp, 
2010, pp. 59-60). 
Bronfenbrenner (1917-2005), who proposed the ecological systems theory, 
viewed human development as the product of ongoing transactions between an ever-
changing individual and an ever-changing environment. Distinguishing between the 
microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, the macrosystem, and the chronosystem as 
five interacting contexts, Bronfenbrenner revolutionized the standards by which 
researchers considered the influence of the individuals’ environment. According to his 
approach, for the first time it became possible to take into consideration the various types 
and levels of environmental effects on the development of children and adolescents 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1989, 2005; Shaffer & Kipp, 2010, pp. 62-66).  
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Post-Fowler Research 
Twenty years after Fowler published his Stages-of-Faith model, Streib (2001a, 
2003a) attempted to categorize the publications influenced by Fowler’s theory and to 
summarize the critique and the evolution of the stages’ model over time. Referring to 
McDargh (1984), Parks (1991), and Slee (1996) for the first decade Streib points out 
three major directions of interest in Fowlers work: empirical research, theoretical 
reflections, and studies on practical applications. Earlier before Streib had focused 
intensively on the developmental approach of Oser and Gmünder and had compared it to 
Fowler’s developmental stages (Streib, 1997). 
Only three years after Fowler initiated a new scientific interest in Faith 
Development research, Oser and Gmünder (1984) published “Der Mensch – Stufen seiner 
religiösen Entwicklung.” Like Fowler, they were influenced by Piaget and Kohlberg and 
kept the cognitive-structural approach of developmental stages. Both theories followed 
the same idea that various religious orientations have to be understood as gradual 
processes within a cognitive-structural development. Since Fowler’s multi-factorial 
model allows greater movement and variety than does Oser’s theory and since it also 
aligns with Kohlberg’s suggestion of distinguishing between hard and soft stages, 
Fowler’s model has been considered as a soft-stage model while Oser and Gmünder’s 
more linear theory has been termed as a hard-stage model (Hermans, Immink, de Jong, & 
van der Lans, 2001; Power, 1991; Tamminen, 1994). Oser and Gmünder (1984) 
distinguish five stages of religious judgment in an individual’s relationship to the 
Ultimate Being as follows: (a) orientation of religious heteronomy (deus ex machina); (b) 
orientation of reciprocal relationship (do ut des); (c) orientation of ego autonomy, (d) 
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orientation of mediated autonomy; and (e) orientation of religious inter-subjectivity 
(Hood, Hill, & Spilka, 2009; Oser & Gmünder, 1984; Streib, 1997). 
Empirical Studies 
In his first major direction of interest in Fowler’s work, Streib (2001a, 2003a) 
differentiates between empirical studies on personality development, women’s religious 
development, cross-cultural research, and advanced methods to measure Faith 
Development. While the contributions in the field of personality development refer to 
Freud (Canavan, 1999), Bowlby, Bartholomew, and Horowitz (Clore, 1997), topics in the 
field of women’s religious development are imagination and responsibility (Sallnow, 
1989), feminist theory (Pitts, 1995), the relational character of women’s faith (Devor, 
1989), women in crisis (P. A. Morgan, 1990), moral development (Cowden, 1991), and 
female religious leaders (Smith, 1997). Interesting examples in the field of cross-cultural 
research exist for India (Plackal, 1990), Mahatma Gandhi’s selfhood and spirituality 
(Majmudar, 1996), a Baha’i sample (Drewek, 1996), Romania (Farc, 1999), Hawaii 
(Furushima, 1983), Korea (S. K. Lee, 1999), and non-theistic Judaism in a secular Israeli 
kibbutz (Snarey, 1991).  
Although Streib used the various approaches in the field of advanced methods to 
measure Faith Development just listed (2001a, 2003a), later he presented a more 
structured overview (Streib, 2005) where he distinguished among replica of the classical 
Faith Development interview (Backlund, 1990; Brown, 1994; Chychula, 1995; Devor, 
1989; Drewek, 1996; Driedger, 1997; Farc, 1999; Furushima, 1983; Leary, 1988; S. K. 
Lee, 1999; R. C. Oliver, 1993; Pitts, 1995; Sallnow, 1989; Snarey, 1991; Vergouwen, 
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2001; White, 1985), new scales constructed for measuring Faith Development (Barnes, 
Doyle, & Johnson, 1989; Clore, 1997; Green & Hoffman, 1989; Hiebert, 1993; Leak, 
Loucks, & Bowlin, 1999; Swensen, Fuller, & Clements, 1993), variations of research in 
Faith Development (Hoffman, 1994; Rose, 1991), and contributions to a narrative 
approach in Faith Development research (Anderson, 1995; McAdams, 1997; E. F. 
Morgan, 1991; Nahavandi, 1999; Smith, 1997).
4
  
Theoretical Reflections 
In the area of theoretical reflections, Streib (2001a, 2003a) distinguishes between 
theological concerns and theoretical correlations with psychoanalytic perspectives. 
Theological concerns range from critical support that mainly compared Fowler’s theory 
to that of Niebuhr (Durrett, 1987; Park, 1989), Tillich and Niebuhr (Cristiano, 1986), 
Loder (Hancock, 1992), Kierkegaard (Moseley, 1978) via various modifications (Hunt, 
1986; Simmonds, 1985) onto serious approaches to reconstruct the theory of Faith 
Development in regard to ethics (Klappenecker, 1998), hermeneutics (Streib, 1991), 
liberation (Hahn, 1994), trust (Bussmann, 1990), and philosophical consistency 
(Oikarinen, 1993). Psychoanalytic perspectives concentrate on constructive comparisons 
with Jung (Bradley, 1983; Raduka, 1980), Jung and von Bingen (Ford-Grabowsky, 
1985), and Rizzuto (J. McDargh, 1981; Penticoff, 1996; Thompson, 1988).  
                                                 
4
 Another somewhat less extensive summary on measures of faith development was given by 
Parker (2006). 
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Practical Applications 
Topics in the third area, where Faith Development has been researched as a 
perspective in practical work, are pastoral care (Brown, 1994; Fowler, 1987; Ivy, 1985), 
AIDS (Backlund, 1990; Driedger, 1997), recovering from chemical dependency 
(Chychula, 1995), mothers of multi-handicapped children (Leary, 1988), acute traumatic 
crisis (R. C. Oliver, 1993), and the influence of religious faith on health (Koenig, 1997).  
From Stages to Styles 
Thirty years after Fowler’s first publication on Faith Development (1974a), he 
was asked to reflect on the various approaches of Faith Development research and theory 
up to that point and to name the current challenges of Faith Development research from 
his own perspective. In his article (2009b), Fowler gives a full account of his personal 
roots and the scholars (Niebuhr, Tillich, Piaget, Erikson, Jung, Kohlberg, Gilligan, 
Selman, Kegan, Parks) who shaped him in his studies. Further he reflects on how his 
approach was honored and adapted over time (Fowler, 1991, 1996, 2000; Fowler, Osmer, 
& Schweitzer, 2003), he reviews critical and constructive discussions on Faith 
Development (Astley & Francis, 1992; Brusselmans, O'Donohoe, Fowler, & Vergote, 
1979; Dykstra & Parks, 1986; Fowler, 1991), and addresses the necessity to renew 
religious education. Here as previously, Fowler (2001) briefly mentions but finally rejects 
the obvious challenge to rethink his theory not as a model of stages but as a system of 
types. Despite all criticism, Fowler declares: “In continuity with the constructive 
developmental tradition, the faith stages are held to be invariant, sequential, and 
hierarchical” (p. 167). 
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This brief review has shown that the term “Faith Development” is not limited 
only to the Fowlerian approach. Relevant Pre-Fowlerian attempts, Fowler itself, as well 
as interesting Post-Fowlerian approaches that conceived religious development as not 
limited to a model of stages but saw them as more open-ended (Merleau-Ponty, 1962; 
Rizzuto, 1979, 1991) and in alternatives as images (Moran, 1983), faith situations 
(Gillespie, 1988), identity statuses (Marcia, 1993), themata and schemata (Noam, 1985, 
1990; Noam & Wren, 1993), and religious styles (Streib, 1991, 1994, 1997, 2001b, 
2003b, 2004, 2005, 2010; Streib, Hood, & Klein, 2010) are show that faith-development 
research is still in progress. With respect to the highly appreciated works of Fowler, it 
might be argued that Faith Development has to be understood in a more general way.  
Valuegenesis Research 
Originally thought of as one single component of Project Affirmation, a research 
program by the Seventh-day Adventist Church in North America, Canada, and Bermuda 
in the late 1980s
5
, Valuegenesis attracted comparably more interest and attention than the 
original project itself. In fact the first Valuegenesis survey in 1990/1991 conducted by the 
North American Division was one of the most comprehensive youth surveys ever 
undertaken by a Christian church up to that time. More than 11,000 adolescents and 
young adults completed the 465-item questionnaire (Dudley & Gillespie, 1992, pp. 11-
13; Gillespie, Donahue, Gane, & Boyatt, 2004, pp. 15-20). Named after its main interest 
                                                 
5
 Project Affirmation was a 3-year program of the K-12 and Higher Education Boards of the 
Seventh-day Adventist Church in North America and Canada that targeted four task forces: Faith, Values, 
and Commitment; Academic Quality and Valued Educators; Marketing; and Financial Issues and 
Strategies. Situated in the area of Faith, Values, and Commitment, Valuegenesis, as the most expensive and 
ambitious research, informed every task force of Project Affirmation (Dudley & Gillespie, 1992, pp. 11-
13). 
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in the development of faith, beliefs, and values, and continuously modified within the last 
20 years Valuegenesis never lost its focus.  
Twenty Years of Valuegenesis Research  
Only a few months after the first the Valuegenesis survey in the North American 
Division in 1990/1991, a second Valuegenesis survey was conducted in 1992/1993 by the 
South Pacific Division that reached more than 1,800 respondents, which is an adequate 
sample for Australia and New Zealand. The questionnaire for this survey was trimmed to 
a version of 231 items (Valuegenesis Core Report, 1993, pp. 7-8).  
A follow-up study of the 1990/1991 Valuegenesis was held 10 years later in 
2000/2001, again by the North American Division. This third Valuegenesis study used a 
modified questionnaire of 396 items and reached more than 10,000 respondents 
(Gillespie et al., 2004, pp. 38-42).  
The fourth Valuegenesis survey, called Valuegenesis Europe, was conducted in 
2006/2007 by the two European divisions of the Seventh-day Adventist Church: the 
Euro-Africa Division in Bern, Switzerland, and the Trans-European Division in St. 
Albans, United Kingdom. Compared to the geographical size and the potential number of 
churches on the continent, Valuegenesis Europe has reached more respondents than any 
other Valuegenesis survey before. More than 5,400 adolescents and young adults 
completed the questionnaire of 335 items adapted to the European background 
(Handbook to the SPSS-File Valuegenesis Europe, 2008, pp. 5-6).  
Forty-seven publications dealt with the NAD Valuegenesis 1990/1991 (Baker, 
1996; Benson & Donahue, 1990, 1991a, 1991b; Brantley, 1993; Carlson, 1996; Case, 
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1994; Daily, 1991; Donahue, 1993b; Dudley, 1999; Dudley & Gillespie, 1992; Dudley & 
Kangas, 1990; Fisher, Kim, Lee, & Sacks, 1998; Fredericks & Gillespie, 1992; Gillespie, 
1990, 1991, 1992, 1995, 1998; Gillespie & Andreasen, 1993; Handysides, 1998; 
Hopkins, Hopp, Marshak, Neish, & Rhoads, 1998; Hossler, 1998; Kijai, 1993; Knight, 
1992; Larson, Larson, & Gillespie, 1992; J. W. Lee & Rice, 1995; A. A. Martin, 1998; 
Muthersbaugh, 1995; Oberholster, Taylor, & Cruise, 2000; Osborn, 1992; Regazzi & 
Gillespie, 1990; G. T. Rice, 1990, 1993; G. T. Rice & Gillespie, 1992, 1993; Rutebuka, 
1996, 2000; Sahlin & Sahlin, 1997; Saunders Goddard, 1993; Thayer, 1992, 1993; 
Weinbender & Rossignol, 1996; Yoon, 1990).  
Four publications dealt with the SPD Valuegenesis 1992/1992 survey in Australia 
and the South Pacific region (Gane, 1997; South Pacific Division, 1997; Strahan, 1994; 
Valuegenesis Core Report, 1993).  
Thirty-three publications dealt with the NAD Valuegenesis 2000/2001 (Beagles, 
2009; Donahue & Gillespie, 2003; Dudley, 2000, 2007; Gane, 2005; Gane & Kijai, 2006; 
Gillespie, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2002d, 2002e, 2002f, 2003a, 
2003b, 2003c, 2003d, 2003e, 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2004d, 2005a, 2005b, 2007; Gillespie 
et al., 2004; Herrmann, 2009; Perry, 2006; R. Rice, 2003; Thayer, 2008).  
Until the end of 2011 there have been 25 references based on the EUD/TED 
Valuegenesis 2006/2007 (Brunotte, 2007, 2008a, 2008b; Casti, 2005, 2007, 2009; 
Handbook to the SPSS-File Valuegenesis Europe, 2008; Lobitz, 2008; A. Oliver, 2010; 
Rowe, 2006; Schulze, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2008a, 2008b, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 2010a, 
2010b, 2011a, 2011b; Seefeldt, 2010; Tompkins, 2007; Valuegenesis Europe 
Administration Manual, 2006). 
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Doctoral Dissertations  
Ten doctoral dissertations have been published; seven in connection with the 
NAD Valuegenesis 1990/1991 (Baker, 1996; Carlson, 1996; Daily, 1991; Hossler, 1998; 
A. A. Martin, 1998; Muthersbaugh, 1995; Rutebuka, 1996), and four that were influenced 
by the NAD Valuegenesis 2000/2001 (Beagles, 2009; Gane, 2005; Herrmann, 2009; 
Perry, 2006). These doctoral dissertations are related to Valuegenesis research by 
employing Valuegenesis data (Beagles, Daily, Muthersbaugh, Gane), comparing their 
own findings with Valuegenesis results (Baker, Rutebuka, Carlson, Hossler), or using 
Valuegenesis scales as outcome measures (Martin, Perry, Herrmann). Some are briefly 
summarized in the next paragraph.  
Daily (1991) was one of the first researchers who employed the data of a 
Valuegenesis survey for doctoral research. He measured the relative impact of religion, 
family, self-perception, and deviant behavior on Seventh-day Adventist adolescent 
substance use/abuse, analyzed to what extent the teaching of total abstinence impacts 
substance use patterns, and compared his findings with parallel research that was 
conducted with adolescents in six other Protestant denominations and in the general 
population. He found that Adventist adolescents scored significantly lower on substance 
use/abuse than did adolescents in other Protestant churches. Religion, family, self-
perception, and deviant behavior proved to have strong correlations with substance 
use/abuse of Adventist adolescents. Because of his findings among groups of Hispanic 
ethnicity, geographical location was found to be a significant factor correlating with 
varying levels of substance use/abuse. Further, the endorsement of the Seventh-day 
Adventist Standards scale was found to have a stronger influence on the substance 
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use/abuse of Adventist adolescents than did the Adventist Orthodoxy scale or the vertical 
Faith Maturity scale (Daily, 1991).  
Muthersbaugh (1995), who did his research in the field of the behavioral sciences, 
investigated the bonding factors of youth and young adults as applied to their relationship 
to the Seventh-day Adventist church. Facing the attrition of post-academy adolescents 
and young adults from church, he used data from the Adventist Youth Survey and the 
NAD Valuegenesis 1990/1991 and found that bonding factors for Adventist young 
people in their relationships to the church can be determined. Based on his findings he 
created a Church Bonding Scale and correlated it with 29 interpersonal experiences that 
young people had with their congregations. All but one correlation were found to be 
significant. He found that the relationship between adult church members and youth 
strongly influenced the bonding between young people and the church (Muthersbaugh, 
1995).  
Baker (1996) examined the attitudes of Seventh-day Adventist ministers 
regarding the importance of denominational elementary and secondary schools and self-
perceived levels of support, and compared identified demographic variables to determine 
a possible correlation between these variables and self-perceived attitudes and tangible 
support of denominational schools. He found strong philosophical support for 
denominational schools among Adventist ministers, but the tangible effort and action put 
forth by ministers in support of church schools at a lower level than their verbal 
statements affirming intellectual belief in the importance and value of church schools. 
Further he discovered a strong belief among most of the ministers that the 
denominational educational system is critical to the future health and survival of the 
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church and identified a number of concerns that ministers have regarding the 
denominational school system. Although he did not employ Valuegenesis data for his 
research, he compared his findings with the results of the NAD Valuegenesis 1990/1991 
and found that ministerial responses were very similar (Baker, 1996). 
Rutebuka (1996), in consideration of the important role that teachers play in the 
formation of young people, focused on job satisfaction among teachers in Seventh-day 
Adventist schools in the Lake Union Conference and its relationship to commitment and 
selected work conditions. He compared his findings to the results of the NAD 
Valuegenesis 1990/1991 and found them essentially confirmed. While the results were 
generally similar, percentages of the Lake Union Conference were slightly higher in 
almost all cases, but not in job satisfaction. In job satisfaction the NAD average scored 
higher (Rutebuka, 1996).    
Carlson (1996) compared the original data of the NAD Valuegenesis 1990/1991 
to data he collected in a replication of the Valuegenesis study in the Mid-America Union 
with attention to an accurate sampling of the public school sector. Therefore he isolated 
original Valuegenesis variables to obtain two samples of secondary students with similar 
personal, family, and church backgrounds differing only in the place where they went to 
school. He found that students from public schools who felt positive about their home 
and church did not show a significant difference in their faith maturity and 
denominational loyalty compared to students from denominational schools (Carlson, 
1996). 
Hossler (1998) focused on the relationship between religion and suicide. 
According to Pescosolido and Georgianna (1979), which suggested that Durkheim's 
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Catholic/Protestant paradigm (1951) may not work well in the more heterogeneous 
religious culture within the United States, she examined the influence of social 
integration, religious integration, and religious-social regulation on attempted suicidal 
behavior in Seventh-day Adventist adolescents who participated in the NAD 
Valuegenesis 1990/1991. Hossler found that the model of religious-social integration and 
regulation, although statistically significant, contributed little proportionally towards 
predicting attempted suicidal behavior among Seventh-day Adventist youth (Hossler, 
1998). 
Martin (1998) evaluated the effectiveness of a Christian-based adolescent peer 
counseling curriculum (Fowler, 1987) used with Christian high-school students. Forty-
seven subjects received training in counseling, and 37 subjects were in the no-training 
comparison group. All 84 subjects completed four self-report measures. One of these 
measures was the Faith Maturity scale that was used in the NAD Valuegenesis 1990/1991 
as well. Compared to the no-training group, the training group reported significantly 
higher knowledge and competence in Christian counseling, and expressed a significantly 
stronger preference for an understanding response style. Trained students were also seen 
as significantly more empathic, genuine, and respectful (A. A. Martin, 1998). 
Gane (2005) has been one of the first scholars who employed data from the NAD 
Valuegenesis 2000/2001. In his study he tried to ascertain whether the Seventh-day 
Adventist youth ministry in North America makes any difference in the lives of youth 10 
to 19 years old in the Seventh-day Adventist school system. He found that the youth 
ministry had a significant relationship with the development of attitudes, beliefs, and 
values in adolescents attending Seventh-day Adventist schools in North America. There 
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was a relationship between youth ministry and a commitment to Seventh-day Adventist 
fundamental beliefs and values. Youth with high exposure to youth ministry had a lower 
likelihood of involvement in at-risk behavior than did their peers. More exposure to youth 
ministry meant a greater likelihood of the satisfaction of young people with their church 
and also of their intention to be involved in it in the future. They showed higher levels on 
concurrence to church standards, saw the pastor as having more influence in their Faith 
Development, and were much more positive in their perceptions of the church (Gane, 
2005).  
Perry (2006), who built on previous research suggesting that religion does play a 
role in adolescent behavior, investigated the influence of adolescents’ faith on risk 
behavior in order to identify more specifically those religious factors responsible. She 
examined various measures of religiosity, including intrinsic and extrinsic religious 
orientation, vertical and horizontal faith maturity, Christian orthodoxy, and religious 
practice, and the adolescent risk behaviors of drug, alcohol, and tobacco use, 
delinquency, and depression and suicide attempts. Further, she investigated the indirect 
link between these risk behaviors and religion through depression. Perry found that 
stronger degrees of religiosity were generally associated with fewer risk behaviors. While 
the results related to faith maturity were varied, intrinsic religiosity and vertical faith 
maturity were found to reduce all three of the risk behaviors. Extrinsic religiosity led to 
increased behaviors. Religiosity, in contributing to less depression in adolescents, was 
found to result in reduced risk behaviors (Perry, 2006). 
Herrmann (2009) interviewed 30 former Adventist students who attended 
Seventh-day Adventist schools from Grades 1 through 16. The emphasis that 
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Valuegenesis studies placed on the importance of home, church, and school provided the 
foundation for questions about those influences. He explored the significance of mentors, 
especially at the college and young adult age, and the importance of allowing for, 
encouraging, and guiding age-appropriate questioning as well as the relative function of 
the search for truth in the candidates' decisions concerning the church (Herrmann, 2009). 
There were no doctoral dissertations found dealing with the EUD/TED 
Valuegenesis 2006/2007. This study is the first doctoral dissertation that employs the data 
of the Valuegenesis Europe. 
Faith Maturity 
Because Valuegenesis research employed Faith Maturity as one of its vital 
outcome measures, it is necessary to understand the roots and the development process of 
the instrument. Although the Faith Maturity Scale was designed for and first employed in 
the National Study of Protestant Congregations (Benson & Eklin, 1990), it has been 
utilized and modified, in addition to those already mentioned, for many other research 
projects (Ciarrocchi, Piedmont, & Williams, 2002; Dudley & Gillespie, 1992; Gillespie et 
al., 2004; Hunneshagen, 2002; T. Martin, White, & Perlman, 2003; Oberholster et al., 
2000; Salsman & Carlson, 2005). Church bodies involved in this US-wide research 
project were the Christian Church, Disciples of Christ (CC); the Evangelical Lutheran 
Church in America (ELCA); the Presbyterian Church, U.S.A. (PCUSA); the United 
Church of Christ (UCC); the United Methodist Church (UMC), and the Southern Baptist 
Convention (SBC).  
Based on the works of Duncombe (1969), Basset et al. (1981), Calvin (1949),  
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Allport (1950), Strunk (1965), Stark and Glock (1968), Benson and Williams (1986), 
Davidson (1972), Gorsuch (1984), Donahue (1985), Dudley and Cruise, (1990), Kahoe 
(1976), Allen and Spilka (1967), Spilka and Mullin (1977), and Fowler (1981), and in 
distinction to the practical approaches of Batson and Ventis (1982), Allport and Ross 
(1967), Paloutzian and Ellison (1982), and Malony (1988), Search Institute of 
Minneapolis developed a criterion-based instrument to measure “the degree to which a 
person embodies the priorities, commitment, and perspectives characteristic of vibrant 
and life-transforming faith as these have been understood in ‘mainline’ Protestant 
traditions” (Benson, Donahue, & Erickson, 1993, p. 3; see also Donahue, 1993b, p. 87).  
Criteria that guided the development process of the scale were: (a) faith maturity 
occurs along a continuum; (b) there are multiple core dimensions of faith maturity; (c) 
faith maturity involves both one’s personal relationship with God (vertical faith), as well 
as one’s relationship with others (horizontal faith); (d) the scale should have heuristic 
value; (e) the length of the instrument and its response format should make it useful; (f) 
the scale should minimize economic, educational, and racial-ethnic specificity; (g) the 
indicators of faith maturity should not presume an institutional attachment or 
involvement; and (h) denominational specificity should be minimized (Tisdale, 1999).  
According to the working definition and the criteria of scale development, 
Benson, Donahue and Erickson (1993, p. 6) formulated eight core dimensions of Faith 
Maturity: (a) trusts in God’s saving grace and believes firmly in the humanity and 
divinity of Jesus; (b) experiences a sense of personal well-being, security, and peace; (c) 
integrates faith and life, seeing work, family, social relationships, and political choices as 
part of one’s religious life; (d) seeks spiritual growth through study, reflection, prayer, 
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and discussion with others; (e) seeks to be part of a community of believers in which 
people give witness to their faith and support and nourish one another; (f) holds life-
affirming values, including commitment to racial and gender equality, affirmation of 
cultural and religious diversity, and a personal sense of responsibility for the welfare of 
others; (g) advocates social and global change to bring about greater social justice; and 
(h) serves humanity, consistently and passionately, through acts of love and justice. In 
order to meet all core dimensions a total of 38 indicators were identified and assigned to 
each of the eight dimensions. Finally, each indicator was formulated into its own item, so 
that the development process resulted in a 38-item scale. Seven response options were 
possible ranging from “never true” to “always true.” 
The original 38-item Faith Maturity scale contained two 12-item subscales. The 
vertical subscale represented the relationship between an individual and a transcendent 
reality, and the horizontal subscale measured a person’s empathy for others. Analogous to 
Donahue’s approach on intrinsic and extrinsic religiousness (1985), the outcome measure 
of the Faith Maturity scale was constructed and implemented as a four-fold typology that:  
might be viewed in a developmental framework in which faith begins basically 
undeveloped. Then initial interest in things spiritual lead to a vertical faith. After 
establishing a relationship with God, one turns outward, expressing a horizontal faith, 
sometimes to the detriment of the personal relationship with God that characterized 
‘first love’. Finally, as the person matures, both vertical and horizontal faith are 
present in an integrated faith orientation. (Dudley & Gillespie, 1992, p. 65) 
Categories were labeled as: “Undeveloped Faith” (low vertical, low horizontal); 
“Vertical” (high vertical, low horizontal); “Horizontal” (low vertical, high horizontal); 
and “Integrated Faith” (high vertical, high horizontal) (Benson et al., 1993, p. 18).  
Both Erickson (1992) and Donahue (1993) have tried to develop a short form of 
the original Faith Maturity scale that can be more easily utilized in later research. 
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Erickson’s effort resulted in a 16-item scale and was found to be a solid measure of 
religious commitment for adolescents. Donahue’s 12-item short scale reached a 
comparably high reliability for the adult sample while maintaining a good balance 
between horizontal and vertical items. After corrections in the format of the response and 
the sentence structure, the 12-item short form was later employed in the NAD 
Valuegenesis 2000/2001 and in a slightly modified version in the EUD/TED 
Valuegenesis 2006/2007 (Gillespie, 2005b).  
Critics of the Faith Maturity scale questioned the validity for Seventh-day 
Adventists (Furst, 1990), the theological and cultural appropriateness of many items 
(Naden, 1991), and the appropriateness for youth as well as the response format that was 
used for some items (Thayer, 1992). The most profound critique on the employment of 
the Faith Maturity scale in Valuegenesis research came from Thayer (1993), who not 
only examined the items of the scale but used empirical procedures to evaluate the 
validity of the scale for an Adventist sample. He involved more than 500 Seventh-day 
Adventist professors, educators, and pastors in a survey about the appropriateness of each 
of the 38 original items of the Faith Maturity scale. Thayer’s research resulted in two new 
short scales, a 15-item subset of the original 38-item Faith Maturity scale (Thayer long-
form) and an 8-item subset of the original 12-item Faith Maturity short scale (Thayer 
short-form) that not only shortened the original instrument but provided two more 
appropriate short forms for an Adventist sample. In addition, Thayer developed a 
professional method of how to better apply the Faith Maturity instrument for 
denominational use. Both Thayer scales proved to have greater validity for Adventists 
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than did the short forms by Erickson or Donahue (Donahue, 1993a; Dudley, 1994; 
Thayer, 1993).  
Finally, it has to be stated that the employment of the Faith Maturity scale as a 
vital outcome measure of Valuegenesis research did not alter the results of Valuegenesis 
in general. Moreover, it is important to acknowledge the Faith Maturity instrument as a 
stable and functional measure that provided comparability between former studies. 
Nonetheless, the profound critics mentioned might encourage working on a more 
appropriate outcome measure according to the respective target group in order to get 
more precise results. 
Adolescents and Young Adults in German-Speaking Europe 
This section of the literature review gives a brief but general introduction on the 
perceptions of adolescents and young adults in German-speaking Europe. Therefore, 
results of the “Shell Jugendstudie,” the “dranStudie 19plus,” and the “Bertelsmann 
Religionsmonitor,” three major research projects in this field, were reviewed. While the 
“Shell Jugendstudie” and the “dranStudie 19plus” mainly investigate adolescents and 
young adults in Germany, the “Bertelsmann Religionsmonitor” examines 21 countries 
including Austria, Germany, and Switzerland, as well as the United States. 
Shell Jugendstudie 
Starting in 1953, every 4 years, Shell commissioned independent research teams 
to examine the living situations and attitudes of adolescents and young adults in 
Germany. The 15
th
 Shell Jugendstudie revealed that the family gains importance. 
Especially in times of personal and economic insecurity, the family provides social 
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backing and emotional support. Seventy-five percent of the respondents still live in their 
parents’ homes until the age of 21. Almost 90% of the young adolescents and young 
adults in Germany get on well with their parents. Seventy-one percent would bring up 
their own children in the same way. Although young people showed great respect for the 
achievements of the older generation, trust in politicians and the current government 
remained low. Nonetheless 39% expressed great interest in politics. Democracy and the 
freedom of opinion were seen beyond dispute. Extremism was clearly rejected. In 
contrast to the relatively low percentages in politics, adolescents and young adults in 
Germany showed a high social commitment. Thirty-three percent indicated they were 
often active and another 42% indicated they were occasionally active in socially relevant 
issues. Social responsibility was found to be related to the educational level of the 
respondents. Generally education seems to determine one’s personal future. Better 
educated youth showed both higher social commitment and greater confidence for the 
future than did respondents who achieved a lower level of education. In terms of 
education it has to be stated that girls obtained better results and were successfully 
working toward higher degrees.  
In 2006, for the first time, the attitude of young people to religion and church was 
examined more closely. The 15
th
 Shell Jugendstudie revealed that only 30% of German 
youth believed in a personal God. Twenty-nine percent indicated belief in a vague 
supernatural deity. Fifty-one percent said they felt unsure or definitely did not believe in 
any higher power or God. While there was almost no religiosity among youth in the 
former Eastern part of Germany (“Religionsferne”), young people in the Western part 
often expressed their beliefs as a mixture of religious and pseudo-religious patchwork 
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(“Religion light”). Even if youth accepted the institution of church in general, 65% said 
that church has no answers to their issues of concern. Compared to that, it was found that 
adolescents and young adults with migration backgrounds were much more religious 
(“Echte Religiösität”). Among them, 52% indicated belief in a personal God. Contrary to 
other publications, the Shell Jugendstudie did not confirm a renaissance of religion 
among adolescents and young adults (Hurrelmann & Albert, 2006). 
dranStudie 19plus 
Another major research project was the dranStudie 19plus. This two-part-study, 
jointly conducted by the youth magazine dran and the research institute Empirica, 
surveyed a total of 2,825 Christians in Germany. While the first part (pre-study) 
concentrated on 288 adult volunteers and staff members in church and youth ministry, the 
second part (main study) focused on the actual target group of young adults in the 19 to 
29 age bracket. The objective of the dranStudie 19plus was to investigate the situation of 
young adults in their church communities and to determine where they locate their 
spiritual home.  
The analysis of the results showed immense differences between both groups. Not 
only the location of the spiritual home, but also the general satisfaction of the target 
group with their church communities was assessed much worse by the volunteers and 
staff members than was assumed by the young adults themselves. While only 7% of the 
volunteers and staff members assumed church to be the spiritual home of the target 
group, 63% of the young adults indicated church as their spiritual home and their 
belonging to the church community. In the pre-study, only 6.2% estimated that the target 
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group would be satisfied with the opportunities in their churches. Contrary to the 
estimation, 44.2% indicated themselves satisfied and very satisfied, 26.9% marked 
“neither nor”, and 28.9% were unsatisfied. A widespread agreement between both groups 
was found when it came to the consideration of the young adults in decision-making 
processes. According to the 57.8% of the volunteers and staff members who assumed the 
target group to be minimally involved in the decision-making processes of their church 
communities, 47.3% of the young adults identified themselves as church board members, 
52.9% felt their criticism and ideas were taken seriously by those in the church older than 
they, and 48.2% stated they had the opportunity to implement their own ideas.  
When asked more specifically about their faith and how they lived their spiritual 
life, 93.5% of the young adults agreed with the statement that it is important not to live 
faith in isolation, but in community. Bible (53.4%), prayer (48.1%), church friends 
(43.2%), small groups (30.5%), worship (29.9%), and sermons (28.0%) were mentioned 
as the most influential factors in spiritual growth. Forty-two percent indicated interest in a 
mentoring relationship with more experienced church members. Eighty-one percent 
found it essential to live one’s Christianity more by doing than by preaching. This 
includes social commitment (86.6%), authentic life (78.9%), caring for people in need 
(73.8%), and environmental sustainability (54%). Eighty-nine percent of the young adults 
indicated that they were willing and open to discuss sensitive topics in church. Although 
70.4% expected a clear position by the church on ethical and moral issues, 54.8% stated 
that they wanted to decide such issues on their own (dranStudie 19plus, 2010).  
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Bertelsmann Religionsmonitor 
A distinctive feature of the Bertelsmann Religionsmonitor is its interdisciplinary 
and interreligious approach that allows a comparison between various countries. The 
quantitative survey, carried out in 2007, representatively polled 21,000 people over 18 
years of age from all continents and world religions. Based on five core dimensions ([a] 
interest in religious matters; [b] belief in God or something divine; [c] public and private 
religious practices; [d] religious experiences; [e] relevance of religion to everyday life) 
and according to the answers of the participants all results were consolidated comprising 
the classifications “non-religious” (not influenced by religious matters), “religious” (open 
to religious matters), and “highly religious” (religious matters play a central role). In 
order to accommodate interreligious points of view, specific items of the survey have 
been adjusted.  
The aim of the Bertelsmann Religionsmonitor is threefold: to encourage further 
scientifically proven discussion about religiousness, to promote dialogue between the 
religions, and to provide an unprejudiced view toward religious practices all over the 
world. 
The analysis showed similar results for German-speaking Europe for both the 
distribution within the general classification as well as in most of the specific aspects of 
life. There were more “religious” people (Germany: 71%; Austria: 74%; Switzerland: 
72%) than “non-religious” (Germany: 29%; Austria: 26%; Switzerland: 28%). 
Approximately 20% were found to be “highly religious” (Germany: 18%; Austria: 22%; 
Switzerland: 20%). Comparably similar results were yielded when asked for the influence 
of religion on specific aspects of life. Important life events such as birth, marriage, or 
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death (Germany: 73%; Austria: 77%; Switzerland: 74%) were marked most frequently as 
situations in which religion had a great influence; this was followed by a caring 
relationship to nature (Germany: 65%; Austria: 65%; Switzerland: 64%), parenting 
(Germany: 55%; Austria: 56%; Switzerland: 58%), and partnership (Germany: 47%; 
Austria: 50%; Switzerland: 48%). Religion had least influence on one’s personal political 
attitude (Germany: 36%; Austria: 32%; Switzerland: 32%). 
Compared to the U.S., it is obvious that there are immense differences within the 
Western world. German-speaking Europe shows a much lower proportion of “religious” 
people (72%) than does North America (89%). This will become particularly clear if one 
compares the figures of “highly religious” (German-speaking Europe: 20%; USA: 62%) 
(Bertelsmann Religionsmonitor, 2008). 
The results of each of these three major research projects affected the selection of 
both the hypothesized factors of adolescents’ and young adults’ Faith Development as 
well as the construction of the Faith Development scale used in this study. 
Summary 
The second chapter presented the literature review of this study. While the first 
section investigated essential approaches on Faith Development research, the second 
section analyzed relevant publications on former Valuegenesis surveys and Valuegenesis 
Europe as well. Further, a brief introduction into evolution, employment, and critique on 
Faith Maturity as the original outcome measure of the Valuegenesis instrument was 
given. The third section presented perceptions on adolescents and young adults in 
German-speaking Europe. The literature review revealed a limited number of studies that 
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inform the topic of this study but demonstrate that there is no comparable research for 
German-speaking Europe. Because it is not enough to understand the spirituality of 
adolescents and young adults in the United States and in Australia, there is a need to 
investigate factors of Faith Development in Europe as well. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY  
Introduction 
This study sought to understand the relationship between family and church 
factors and the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults in German-speaking 
Europe. Therefore variables from both areas, Family and Church, that have been 
hypothesized to have a causal relationship with adolescents’ and young adults’ Faith 
Development in Austria, Germany, and Switzerland were examined.  
This chapter outlines the research design, the population and sample, and the 
instrument design of the study. Further it describes the construction of the scales 
employed in this study, and describes the dependent, the independent, and the control 
variables. Finally, the research questions and the null hypotheses are presented.  
Research Design 
Using the data of Valuegenesis Europe, this study is based on secondary data 
analysis (Smith, 2008). All data were collected on behalf of the Youth Departments of the 
Seventh-day Adventist church in Europe between autumn 2006 and summer 2008 by the 
José-Figols-Center for Youth Ministry at Campus Adventiste du Saléve, Collonges, 
France, and the Valuegenesis Europe Research Committee. This team of theologians, 
sociologists, youth ministry experts, and researchers led by Manuela Casti consisted of 
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Steve Currow (Newbold College), Johann Gerhardt (Friedensau University), Edgar 
Machel (Friedensau University), Roland Meyer (Campus Adventiste du Saléve, 
Collonges), Stephan Sigg (Friedensau University), Bert Smith (Newbold College), 
Thomas Spiegler (Friedensau University), Jean-Claude Verrecchia (Newbold College), 
and Claude Villeneuve (Campus Adventiste du Saléve, Collonges). Being one of the 
conference youth directors in Germany and a doctoral student at Andrews University,  
I got full access to the dataset that was required for this study (see Appendix E). The 
whole process was professionally accompanied and supported by the MDR Research 
Company, Annecy, France.  
As in former Valuegenesis research projects in Northern America and Australia 
(Dudley & Gillespie, 1992; Gillespie, Donahue, Gane, & Boyatt, 2004; Strahan, 1994), 
this first Valuegenesis study in Europe sought to get a better understanding of Adventist 
youth. Further, the study tried to understand how Adventist youth in Europe live out their 
faith even in a comparatively non-churched environment (Casti, 2005).  
The target group of the Valuegenesis Europe survey was all adolescents and 
young adults between 14 and 25 years with a Seventh-day Adventist church background 
and living in the area of the European divisions. Having a Seventh-day Adventist church 
background of the target group was defined by current or irregular attendance or having 
contact with the church within the last 2 years. All information was sent to the local 
churches using the communication network and structure of the Seventh-day Adventist 
church and its European divisions, unions, and conferences. To avoid misunderstandings 
and to protect privacy and prevent participation of respondents below the target age, 
parents and youth were extensively informed about the survey by their conference youth 
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directors, local pastors, church elders and youth leaders (see Appendix X). Furthermore, 
parents had the chance to review the questionnaire in advance. All participating 
adolescents and young adults were to respond voluntarily. Anonymity was guaranteed. 
Following a special calendar, every participating country was designated to complete the 
survey within a different one-month period of time (Valuegenesis Europe Administration 
Manual, 2006). 
In contrast to former Valuegenesis research projects, the European survey was 
administered for the first time through a professional website with single-use password 
protection. In addition to the web-based survey, a printed PDF version was available by 
request in exchange for the password. Both versions were translated into the languages of 
the respective fields.  
In order to calculate the necessary number of passwords, each participating 
conference was asked to indicate its 100% figure of potential participants. Fields were 
alerted to the fact that smaller fields would need an almost 100% participation to insure 
reliability of their results. Once the requested number of passwords was submitted, MDR 
Research Company generated a list of single-use passwords to the conferences. The 
conferences then forwarded the passwords together with a checklist and a feedback form 
directly to the local pastors. Adolescents and young adults living in another town gained 
their passwords from their home churches. Passwords expired either immediately after 
the completion of the questionnaire or, at the latest, by the end of the designated month.  
Due to the settings of the website, it was not possible to log in again, having 
logged out once. Nonetheless, it was possible to have a longer break as long as one did 
not log out or did not accidently become logged out. Both options were known to the  
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respondents in advance. Finally the signed checklist, the filled-in feedback form, and all 
unused passwords had to be returned by the local pastors. 
The whole process was accompanied under the direct supervision of the youth 
directors in charge of the respective conferences who were responsible to ensure the 
promised anonymity to all respondents (Valuegenesis Europe Administration Manual, 
2006).  
Population and Sample 
 The population eligible for participation in Valuegenesis Europe was 14- to 25-
year-old adolescents and young adults with a Seventh-day Adventist church background 
living in Afghanistan, Aland Islands, Albania, Algeria, Andorra, Austria, Bahrain, 
Belgium, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Channel Islands, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Denmark, Egypt, Estonia, Faeroe Islands, Finland, France, Germany, Gibraltar, 
Greece, Greenland, Hungary, Iceland, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Isle of Man, Israel, Iran, Jordan, 
Kuwait, Latvia, Lebanon, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Luxembourg, Macedonia, Malta, Monaco, Montenegro, Morocco, Netherlands, Norway, 
Oman, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, San Marino, Saudi Arabia, Serbia, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, 
Turkey, United Kingdom, United Arab Emirates, Western Sahara, and Yemen.  
 These countries encompassed the fields of two of the 13 General Conference 
Divisions of the Seventh-day Adventist church. The Euro-Africa Division included the 
Austrian Union of Churches Conference, the Bulgarian Union of Churches Conference, 
the Czecho-Slovakian Union Conference, the Franco-Belgian Union Conference, the  
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Italian Union of Churches Conference, the North German Union Conference, the  
Portuguese Union of Churches Conference, the Romanian Union Conference, the Spanish 
Union of Churches Conference, the South German Union Conference, the Swiss Union 
Conference, and the Trans-Mediterranean Territories.  
 The Trans-European Division consisted of the Adriatic Union Conference, the 
Baltic Union Conference, the British Union Conference, the Danish Union of Churches 
Conference, the Finland Union Conference, the Greek Mission, the Iceland Conferences, 
the Israel Field, the Netherlands Union Conference, the Norwegian Union Conference, 
the Pakistan Union Section, the Polish Union Conference, the South-East European 
Union Conference, and the Swedish Union Conference (see Appendix E).  
 Whereas there was an estimated 100% figure of 27,140, a total of 6,326 
respondents completed the survey. After cleaning the data, 5,415 cases remained. 
Cleaning criteria excluded those who responded to less than 50% of the questionnaire (n 
= 510); those who lived in countries that did not reach the necessary reliability (n = 94); 
those who did not indicate their age (n = 59); those under the age of 14 (n = 66); and 
those who were older than 25 years of age (n = 182). For a general overview, a list of all 
participating fields in the Valuegenesis Europe, including the percentages of the answer 
rates, is presented in Table 1. 
 Since this study focused on adolescents and young adults living in German-
speaking Europe, the sample included only subjects living in Austria, Germany, or 
Switzerland. These countries were organized as follows: Austria as the Austrian Union of 
Churches Conference, Germany as the North German Union Conference (Berlin-
Brandenburg Conference, Central German Conference, Hansa Conference, Lower  
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Table 1     
     
Participating Divisions and Unions 
     
     
Division Union N n % 
     
     
Euro-Africa  Austrian 481 138 28.7 
     
  Bulgarian 1,100 220 20.0 
     
  Czecho-Slovakian 1,212 276 22.8 
     
  Franco-Belgian 1,557 397 25.5 
     
  Italian 1,261 341 27.0 
     
  North-German 2,615 603 23.1 
     
  Portuguese 883 279 31.6 
     
  Romanian 8,750 1,425 16.3 
     
  South German 3,029 460 15.2 
     
  Swiss 609 238 39.1 
     
Trans-European  Adriatic 359 168 46.8 
     
  British 2,845 320 11.2 
     
  Danish 275 63 22.9 
     
  Finland 705 58 8.2 
     
  Netherland 594 128 21.5 
     
  Norwegian 605 228 37.7 
     
  Swedish 260 73 28.1 
     
     
Total  27,140 5,415 20.0 
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Saxonian Conference, and Northern Rhenish-Westfalian Conference), and the South 
German Union Conference (Baden-Wuerttemberg Conference, Central Rhenish 
Conference, North Bavarian Conference, and South Bavarian Conference), and 
Switzerland as the Swiss Union Conference (German-Swiss Conference, and French-
Italian Swiss Conference). Because of the geographical distribution of the languages 
in Switzerland (see Appendix H), respondents from the French-Italian Swiss Conference 
(n = 297) were excluded. While there was an estimated 100% figure of 6,437 for 
German-speaking Europe, after cleaning of the data, 1,395 cases remained.  
Thus, the sample of this study was 1,395 respondents between 14 to 25 years of 
age living in Austria, Germany, or Switzerland. Although it was designated to target all 
adolescents and young adults attending church regularly or infrequently, or having 
contact with the church within the last 2 years, the latter group was not reached. A list of 
the sample employed in this study, including the percentages of the response rates, is 
presented in Table 2.  
The survey instrument of the Valuegenesis Europe was developed from the 
Valuegenesis studies conducted in 1989/1990 and 1999/2000 in North America, the 
Valuegenesis Australia (1992/1993), the European Value Study (1999/2000) and the 
Church Life Survey (2001/2002). A more detailed description on the instrument design of 
Valuegenesis Europe is given in Appendix B. The final version of the questionnaire 
consisted of 335 items and is presented in Appendix A. 
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Table 2     
     
German-speaking Sample 
     
     
Country N n % 
    
    
Austria 481 138 28.7 
    
Germany 5,644 1,063 18.8 
    
Switzerland 312 194 62.2 
    
    
Total 6,437 1,395 21.7 
    
 
Construction of the Scales and Selection of the Items of the Study 
All scales and items of the Valuegenesis Europe questionnaire that were related to 
Faith Development and Family and Church were selected. This resulted in nine original 
scales, 12 modified scales, four new scales, and six individual items. The procedures used 
in constructing the scales and selecting the items are given in the following sections.  
Some of the scales included items that had a different number of responses.  For 
these scales, the responses for all items were recoded to have the same range of values.  
For example, if a scale had two items, one with two responses and one with three 
responses, the items were recoded to both have a range from 1 to 2. The item with three 
responses was recoded from 1, 2, and 3, to 1, 1.5, and 2.  The recoded response options 
are specified for each scale. On many items there was a response such as “No opinion,” 
“Does not apply,” or “Don’t know.”  These responses were removed and the responses 
for the item were recoded. On many scales there were some items that were worded 
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positively and some items that were worded negatively.  For these scales the coding of 
either the positive or negative items was reversed so all were in the same direction. They 
are marked with an asterisk.  
All original, modified, and new scales were tested for reliability.  The reliability 
coefficients of all scales are presented in a table following the description of all of the  
scales. Each scale was formed by computing the mean of the items in the scale that were 
answered. 
Original Scales 
Original scales from Valuegenesis Europe used in this study were: Affectionate 
Father, Affectionate Mother, Church Warmth, Family Climate, Overprotective Father, 
Overprotective Mother, Permissive Father, Permissive Mother, and Thinking Climate. 
A reliability analysis was done on each scale. If the reliability coefficient was 
high, and there were no items in the scale that did not contribute to the reliability of the 
scale, and all items of the scale were appropriate to the background of German-speaking 
Europe, the scale was used in this dissertation without change.    
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Affectionate Father 
The Affectionate Father scale measures the extent to which the parenting style of 
the father is affectionate. All items range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items 
and the scale are shown in Table 3. 
 
Table 3 
 
Items of the Affectionate Father Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
230 Friendly and warm when speaking 1,365 3.25 .820 
     
233 Emotionally cold* 1,359 3.21 .996 
     
234 Understanding 1,360 2.89 .915 
     
235 Affectionate 1,357 3.41 .806 
     
240 Enjoyed talking 1,357 2.91 .969 
     
241 Smiled 1,356 3.02 .986 
     
246 Made to feel better 1,350 2.63 1.032 
     
247 Did not talk*  1,352 3.14 1.006 
     
 Scale 1,366 3.05 .689 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Father is very unlike this 
2 = Father is moderately unlike this 
3 = Father is moderately like this 
4 = Father is very like this 
* = Reversed. 
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Affectionate Mother  
The Affectionate Mother scale measures the extent to which the parenting style of 
the mother is affectionate. All items range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items 
and the scale are shown in Table 4.  
 
Table 4 
 
Items of the Affectionate Mother Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
255 Friendly and warm when speaking 1,354 3.58 .650 
     
258 Emotionally cold* 1,353 3.57 .833 
     
259 Understanding 1,352 3.26 .819 
     
260 Affectionate 1,348 3.68 .598 
     
265 Enjoyed talking 1,346 3.38 .791 
     
266 Smiled 1,344 3.33 .906 
     
271 Made to feel better 1,342 2.96 1.022 
     
272 Did not talk* 1,341 3.52 .854 
     
 Scale 1,357 3.40 .550 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Mother is very unlike this 
2 = Mother is moderately unlike this 
3 = Mother is moderately like this 
4 = Mother is very like this 
* = Reversed. 
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Church Warmth 
The Church Warmth scale measures the atmosphere in the local congregation. All 
items were recoded to range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual items and the scale 
are shown in Table 5.  
  
Table 5 
 
Items of the Church Warmth Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
122 It feels warm 1,350 2.87 1.103 
     
124 It accepts people who are different 1,350 3.17 1.220 
     
126 It is friendly 1,353 3.63 1.123 
     
129 Strangers feel welcome 1,340 3.12 1.204 
     
 Scale 1,365 3.20 .953 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Not at all true 
2 = Slightly true 
3 = Somewhat true,  
4 = Quite true 
5 = Very true. 
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Family Climate 
The Family Climate scale measures the atmosphere in the family. All items were 
recoded to range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual items and the scale are shown in 
Table 6.  
 
Table 6 
 
Items of the Family Climate Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
221 Family life is happy 1,355 3.98 1.108 
     
222 Love in the family 1,366 4.09 1.054 
     
223 Good relationships with parents 1,373 4.17 1.025 
     
224 Help and support from parents 1,366 4.30 1.005 
     
225 Parents’ expressions of love 1,357 3.78 1.237 
     
 Scale 1,380 4.06 .916 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = I definitely disagree 
2 = I tend to disagree 
3 = I’m not sure 
4 = I tend to agree 
5 = I definitely agree. 
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Overprotective Father 
The Overprotective Father scale measures to what extent the parenting style of the 
father is overprotective. All items range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items 
and the scale are shown in Table 7.  
 
Table 7 
 
Items of the Overprotective Father Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
237 Discouraged growth 1,355 1.63 .937 
     
238 Tried to control everything 1,359 1.81 .975 
     
239 Invaded privacy 1,360 1.72 .942 
     
242 Tended to baby 1,352 1.65 .911 
     
249 Felt like I was unable to look after myself 1,352 1.69 .959 
     
252 Overprotective  1,353 1.87 .927 
     
 Scale 1,361 1.72 .658 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Father is very unlike this 
2 = Father is moderately unlike this 
3 = Father is moderately like this 
4 = Father is very like this. 
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Overprotective Mother 
The Overprotective Mother scale measures to what extent the parenting style of 
the mother is overprotective. All items range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual 
items and the scale are shown in Table 8.  
  
Table 8 
 
Items of the Overprotective Mother Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
262 Discouraged growth 1,345 1.76 .979 
     
263 Tried to control everything 1,348 1.86 .959 
     
264 Invaded privacy 1,346 1.91 1.020 
     
267 Tended to baby 1,345 1.75 .945 
     
273 Felt like I was unable to look after myself 1,334 1.48 .821 
     
274 Overprotective  1,340 1.81 .992 
     
 Scale 1,352 1.80 .677 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Mother is very unlike this 
2 = Mother is moderately unlike this 
3 = Mother is moderately like this 
4 = Mother is very like this. 
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Permissive Father 
The Permissive Father scale measures to what extent the parenting style of the 
father is permissive. All items range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items and 
the scale are shown in Table 9.  
  
Table 9 
 
Items of the Permissive Father Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
232 Permissive 1,361 3.13 .823 
     
236 Stimulated to take responsibility 1,356 3.34 .836 
     
244 Let me take decisions 1,353 3.24 .955 
     
250 Provided as much freedom as I wanted 1,354 2.75 .928 
     
251 Let me go out as often as I wanted 1,347 2.63 1.012 
     
254 Allowed any way of dressing 1,354 3.35 .855 
     
 Scale 1,363 3.07 .622 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Father is very unlike this 
2 = Father is moderately unlike this 
3 = Father is moderately like this 
4 = Father is very like this. 
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Permissive Mother 
The Permissive Mother scale measures to what extent the parenting style of the 
mother is permissive. All items range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items and 
the scale are shown in Table 10.  
 
Table 10 
 
Items of the Permissive Mother Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
279 Permissive 1,353 3.18 .802 
     
261 Stimulated to take responsibility 1,349 3.28 .811 
     
269 Let me take decisions 1,338 3.18 .954 
     
275 Provided as much freedom as I wanted 1,341 2.77 .905 
     
276 Let me go out as often as I wanted 1,341 2.67 .972 
     
279 Allowed any way of dressing 1,345 3.32 .819 
     
 Scale 1,356 3.06 .620 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Mother is very unlike this 
2 = Mother is moderately unlike this 
3 = Mother is moderately like this 
4 = Mother is very like this 
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Thinking Climate 
 The Thinking Climate scale measures the thinking and learning atmosphere of the 
congregation. All items were recoded to range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual 
items and the scale are shown in Table 11. 
 
Table 11 
 
Items of the Thinking Climate Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
123 I learn a lot 1,350 2.87 1.103 
     
125 Most members want to be challenged to think 1,340 2.59 1.120 
     
127 It challenges my thinking 1,346 2.71 1.113 
     
128 It encourages me to ask questions 1,341 2.60 1.225 
     
130 It expects people to learn and think 1,337 2.66 1.102 
     
 Scale 1,357 2.69 .907 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Not at all true 
2 = Slightly true 
3 = Somewhat true,  
4 = Quite true 
5 = Very true. 
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Modified Scales 
Scales that were modified from original scales of Valuegenesis Europe were: 
Church Activities, Church Influence, Church Sensitive Communication, Family 
Influence, Importance of Church Relationships, Religious Background, Religious Father, 
Religious Mother, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual Life, Worship 
Experience, and Youth Ministry. 
A reliability analysis was done on each scale. If any of the items on the scale did 
not contribute to the reliability of the scale, and/or were not appropriate to the 
background of German-speaking Europe, the scale was modified. In addition, if other 
items in Valuegenesis Europe were measuring similar characteristics, a reliability 
analysis was conducted with these items added to the scale. 
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Church Activities 
The Church Activities scale measures the influence of various church activities. 
All items were recoded to range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items and the 
scale are shown in Table 12. 
  
Table 12 
 
Items of the Church Activities Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
157 Church worship service 1,340 2.91 .861 
     
159 Sabbath school 1,284 2.74 .930 
     
160 Church social activities 1,074 2.23 .895 
     
162 Humanitarian projects 851 2.04 .951 
     
 Scale 1,359 2.57 .725 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Not at all 
2 = Not too much 
3 = Somewhat 
4 = Very much 
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Church Influence 
The Church Influence scale measures the general influence of church members. 
All items were recoded to range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items and the 
scale are shown in Table 13.   
  
Table 13 
 
Items of the Church Influence Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
146 Friends 1,118 2.73 1.090 
     
147 Pastor 1,135 2.70 1.030 
     
148 Youth leader/s 1,053 2.32 1.016 
     
149 Adult member/s 1,102 2.27 .971 
     
 Scale 1,222 2.54 .779 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Not at all 
2 = Not too much 
3 = Somewhat 
4 = Very much 
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Church Sensitive Communication 
The Church Sensitive Communication scale measures the perceived willingness 
of youth leaders and pastors to talk about sensitive issues. All items range from 1 to 5. 
Statistics for the individual items and the scale are shown in Table 14. 
  
Table 14 
 
Items of the Church Sensitive Communication Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
140 Willingness of youth leaders to talk about 1,380 2.87 1.194 
 sensitive issues    
     
142 Willingness of pastors to talk about 1,380 2.87 1.288 
 sensitive issues    
     
 Scale 1,386 2.87 1.091 
     
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Unwilling”, to 5 = “Willing” (Likert scale). 
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Family Influence 
The Family Influence scale measures the influence of parents and grandparents. 
All items were recoded to range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items and the 
scale are shown in Table 15.   
  
Table 15 
 
Items of the Family Influence Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
143 Mother 1,227 3.42 .871 
     
144 Father 1,174 3.14 1.079 
     
145 Grandparents 1,045 2.54 1.118 
     
 Scale 1,253 3.08 .834 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Not at all 
2 = Not too much 
3 = Somewhat  
4 = Very much 
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Importance of Church Relationships 
The Importance of Church Relationships scale measures the importance of 
relationships with young and adult church members. All items were recoded to range 
from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual items and the scale are shown in Table 16. 
  
Table 16 
 
Items of the Importance of Church Relationships Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
138 Importance of relationships with other Adventist  1,393 4.45 .954 
 young people*    
     
139 Importance of relationships with the adult 1,393 3.84 .993 
 church members*    
     
 Scale 1,394 4.14 .853 
     
Note. Response options on ranged from 1 = Unimportant, to 5 = Important (Likert 
scale). * = Reversed. 
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Religious Background 
The Religious Background scale measures the religious background of parents 
and grandparents. All items were recoded to range from 1 to 2. Statistics for the 
individual items and the scale are shown in Table 17.  
 
Table 17 
 
Items of the Religious Background Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
227 Father* 1,353 1.80 .395 
     
228 Mother* 1,377 1.92 .265 
     
229 Grandparents* 1,361 1.78 .412 
     
 Scale 1,388 1.84 .282 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = No 
2 = Yes 
* = Reversed. 
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Religious Father 
The Religious Father scale measures the perceived religiosity of the father. The 
response options for items 280 and 282 ranged from 1 to 5. All items were recoded to 
range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual items and the scale are shown in Table 18. 
 
Table 18 
 
Items of the Religious Father Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
280
a
 Extent of religiosity 1,334 4.06 1.218 
     
282
b 
Frequency of personal talk on faith 1,326 3.15 1.310 
     
284
c
 Talk with others on faith 1,188 3.38 1.474 
     
 Scale 1,364 3.46 1.155 
     
a.
 1 = He is not religious at all. 
   2 = He is not very religious.  
   3 = He does religious things, but it doesn’t seem to matter how he leads his life.  
   4 = Although he is religious, it is not easy to tell how it influences his life. 
   5 = He is deeply religious. 
b.
 1 = Never. 
   2 = Hardly ever mentioned. 
   3 = About every two or three months. 
   4 = Every few weeks. 
   5 = Just about every day. 
c.
 1 = Not comfortable. 
   3 = Comfortable. 
   5 = Very comfortable. 
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Religious Mother 
The Religious Mother scale measures the perceived religiosity of the mother. All 
items were recoded to range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual items and the scale 
are shown in Table 19.  
 
Table 19 
 
Items of the Religious Mother Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
281
a
 Extent of religiosity 1,361 4.47 .862 
     
283
b 
Frequency of personal talk on faith 1,359 3.70 1.113 
     
285
c
 Talk with others on faith 1,292 3.44 1.318 
     
 Scale 1,382 3.85 .889 
     
a.
 1 = She is not religious at all. 
   2 = She is not very religious. 
   3 = She does religious things, but it doesn’t seem to matter how she leads her life. 
   4 = Although she is religious, it is not easy to tell how it influences her life. 
   5 = She is deeply religious. 
b.
 1 = Never. 
   2 = Hardly ever mentioned. 
   3 = About every two or three months. 
   4 = Every few weeks. 
   5 = Just about every day. 
c.
 1 = Not comfortable. 
   3 = Comfortable. 
   5 = Very comfortable. 
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Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 
The Responsibilities and Personal Gifts scale measures the delegation of various 
church responsibilities according to personal gifts and skills. Item 174 had 14 checkboxes 
that were combined into a new variable (Church Responsibilities) with two response 
options (1 = no boxes were checked, 2 = one or more boxes were checked). All items 
were recoded to range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items and the scale are 
shown in Table 20. 
 
Table 20 
 
Items of the Responsibilities and Personal Gifts Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
174
a
 Church responsibilities 1,395 3.37 1.217 
     
175
b 
Stimulation to discover and use gifts and skills* 1,217 2.64 .916 
     
176
c
 Involvement in responsible roles in congregation*  1,363 2.99 .963 
     
 Scale 1,395 2.98 .850 
     
a.
 1 = No Responsibility.  
   4 = Responsibility.  
b.
 1 = Not at all. 
   2 = Yes, to a small extent. 
   3 = Yes, to some extent. 
   4 = Yes, to a great extent.  
c.
 1 = I have not been given the opportunity and I am not happy about this. 
   2 = I have not been given the opportunity and this is fine with me. 
   3 = I have been given the opportunity and occasionally get responsible roles. 
   4 = I have been given the opportunity and often cover responsible roles. 
* = Reversed. 
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Spiritual Life 
 The Spiritual Life scale measures the spiritual life of the family. The response 
options for item 286 ranged from 1 to 6.  The response options for item 287 ranged from 
1 to 4. The response options for item 288 ranged from 1 to 5. All items were recoded to 
range from 1 to 3. Statistics for the individual items and the scale are shown in Table 21. 
 
Table 21 
 
Items of the Spiritual Life Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
286
a
 Family spiritual activities* 1,377 2.68 .585 
     
287
b 
Frequency of family spiritual activities 1,375 2.08 .709 
     
288
c
 Quality of family spiritual activities* 1,119 2.63 .571 
     
 Scale 1,385 2.41 .554 
     
a.
 1 = We don’t have any form of family spiritual life. 
   2 = We hardly ever have a spiritual life as a family. 
   3 = We pray together. / We read together. / We share our ideas with each other. 
b.
 1 = Never. 
   2 = Monthly (1.67). / Weekly (2.33). 
   3 = Daily. 
c.
 1 = A waste of time. / The same every time. 
   2 = Meaningful. 
   3 = Interesting. 
* = Reversed. 
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Worship Experience 
The Worship Experience scale measures the meaningfulness of the worship 
service. All items were recoded to range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual items 
and the scale are shown in Table 22.  
 
Table 22 
 
Items of the Worship Experience Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
182 Sense of God’s presence* 1,359 3.10 1.037 
     
183 Boredom 1,367 3.08 .908 
     
184 Awe or mystery* 1,349 2.57 1.026 
     
185 Frustration 1,354 3.73 1.060 
     
186 Spontaneity* 1,348 2.66 .989 
     
187 Growth in understanding of God* 1,355 3.23 .945 
     
 Scale 1,383 3.07 .667 
     
Note. Response options: 
1 = Always 
2 = Usually 
3 = Sometimes  
4 = Rarely 
5 = Never 
* = Reversed. 
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Youth Ministry 
The Youth Ministry scale measures the influence of various youth ministry 
activities. All items were recoded to range from 1 to 4. Statistics for the individual items 
and the scale are shown in Table 23. 
 
Table 23 
 
Items of the Youth Ministry Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
150 Adventurer activities 1,124 2.98 .947 
     
151 Pathfinder activities 1,145 3.00 .973 
     
152 Companions activities 1,152 3.18 .910 
     
153 Young adult activities 982 2.70 .954 
     
155 Week-end retreats 1,173 3.04 .960 
     
156 Union/Conference youth activities 1,237 3.21 .922 
     
158 Youth worship services 1,282 3.05 .882 
     
163 Evangelistic campaigns with other young people 1,041 2.77 1.045 
     
 Scale 1,368 2.98 .647 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Not at all 
2 = Not too much 
3 = Somewhat 
4 = Very much 
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New Scales 
In order to find an appropriate outcome measure for the study, a different 
procedure was used. Based on the original Faith Maturity scale and additional items of 
Valuegenesis Europe, a principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was 
conducted, which suggested four new scales. The four new scales were labeled as 
Believing, Belonging, Caring, and Doing. When the appropriate items were aligned with 
those categories and tested with the German-speaking sample they had satisfactory 
reliability. 
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Believing 
The Believing scale measures personal faith in terms of feeling and believing. All 
items range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual items and the scale are shown in 
Table 24. 
 
Table 24 
 
Items of the Believing Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
11 Feel God’s presence in relationships  1,378 3.37 1.187 
     
13 Life is filled with purpose 1,384 4.27 1.096 
     
16 Life is committed to Christ 1,380 4.26 1.208 
     
18 Have a real sense of God’s guidance 1,384 4.21 1.098 
     
19 Spiritually moved by God’s creation 1,383 4.00 1.162 
     
 Scale 1,390 4.02 .930 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Never 
2 = Rarely 
3 = Once in a while 
4 = Sometimes 
5 = Often 
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Belonging 
The Belonging scale measures the importance of being part of a congregation. All 
items were recoded to range from 1 to 6. Statistics for the individual items and the scale 
are shown in Table 25. 
  
Table 25 
 
Items of the Belonging Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
36
a
 Importance of attending a SDA congregation  1,389 4.97 1.216 
     
136
b
 Frequency of church attendance 1,390 4.92 1.082 
     
335
c
 Perspective about being an Adventist in adult age 1,386 4.89 1.192 
     
 Scale 1,395 4.92 .982 
     
Note. Response options:  
a.
 1 = Not at all important. I live my spiritual life independently from the congregation. 
   2 = Not at all important. I could just as well attend another denomination. 
   3 = Not at all important. It would be just as relevant volunteering for a useful cause. 
   4 = It has some importance. 
   5 = It is quite important to me. 
   6 = It is very important to me. 
b.
 1 = Hardly ever/special occasions. 
   2 = Less than once a month. 
   3 = Once a month. 
   4 = Two or three times a month. 
   5 = Usually every week. 
   6 = More than once a week. 
c.
 1 = No. 
   3 = Unlikely (2.67). 
   4 = Probably (4.33). 
   6 = Definitely. 
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Caring 
The Caring scale measures the social responsibility to care for fellow humans and 
the environment. All items range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the individual items and the 
scale are shown in Table 26. 
 
Table 26 
 
Items of the Caring Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
9 Feel deep responsibility for reducing suffering 1,383 3.59 1.142 
     
10 Give time and money to help other people 1,383 2.90 1.098 
     
12 Help protect the environment 1,384 2.48 1.102 
     
14 Care about reducing poverty 1,383 3.68 1.087 
     
 Scale 1,386 3.16 .778 
     
Note. Response options:  
1 = Never 
2 = Rarely 
3 = Once in a while 
4 = Sometimes 
5 = Often 
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Doing 
The Doing scale measures strengthening and applying one’s own faith and 
sharing it with others. All items were recoded to range from 1 to 5. Statistics for the 
individual items and the scale are shown in Table 27.  
 
Table 27 
 
Items of the Doing Scale 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
7
a
 Help others with religious struggles 1,383 3.21 1.112 
     
8
a
 Seek out opportunities of spiritual growth 1,384 3.62 1.136 
     
15
a
 Apply faith to political/social issues  1,383 3.07 1.235 
     
17
a
 Talk with others about faith 1,383 3.64 1.095 
     
40
b
 Praying or meditating* 1,393 4.30 1.117 
     
41
b
 Reading the Bible* 1,393 3.26 1.264 
     
 Scale 1,393 3.52 .806 
     
Note. Response options:  
a.
 1 = Never                        
   2 = Rarely                       
   3 = Once in a while 
   4 = Sometimes 
   5 = Often 
* = Reversed. 
 
b.
 1 = Every day/Most days (1.0) 
   2 = A few times a week (1.8) 
   3 = Once a week/Occasionally (2.6/3.4) 
   4 = Hardly ever (4.2) 
   5 = Never (5.0) 
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Individual Items 
 There were seven individual items that were not included in a scale. They were 
considered individually. Their respective statistics and response options are shown in 
Table 28.  
 
Table 28 
 
Individual Items Employed in This Study 
 
     
Items  N M SD 
     
     
135
a
 Church attendance 1,365 5.15 1.417 
     
141
b
 Parents’ sensitive communication 1,390 2.67 1.295 
     
178
c
 Clear vision 1,366 2.62 1.356 
     
180
d
  Regular youth program 1,380 3.18 1.192 
     
181
e
 Meaningful youth program* 1,371 3.95 1.167 
     
200
f
 Spiritual needs* 1,382 3.16 .988 
     
a.
 1 = Less than one year; 2 = 1-2 years; 3 = 3-5 years; 4 = 6-10 years; 5 = More than  
10 years; 6 = All my life.  
b.
 Ranges on a 5-point Likert scale from “Unwilling” to “Willing.”  
c.
 1 = I am not aware of such a vision, goal or direction; 2 = There are ideas, but no 
clear vision, goals or direction; 3 = Yes and I am strongly committed to them / Yes 
and I am partly committed to them / Yes and I am not committed to them.  
d.
 1 = Never; 2 = Once a month; 3 = Every two weeks; 4 = Every week; 5 = More than 
once a week.  
e.
 1 = Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Usually; 5 = Always.  
f.
 1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral or unsure; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly 
agree. 
* = Reversed. 
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Description of the Scales and the Items of the Study 
All reliability coefficients were calculated using Cronbachs Alpha. A list of the 
scales and items employed in this study as well as the reliability coefficients are 
presented in Table 29 (Dependent Variables), Table 30 (Independent Variables), and        
Table 31 (Control Variables). 
Dependent Variables 
Dependent variables in this study are Believing, Belonging, Caring, and Doing. 
The items and reliability coefficients for each scale are shown in Table 29.  
 
Table 29    
    
Dependent Variables 
    
    
Area Variable Items Reliability 
    
    
Faith Development Believing 11, 13, 16, 18, 19 .865 
    
 Belonging 36, 136, 335  .793 
    
 Caring 9, 10, 12, 14 .654 
    
 Doing 7, 8, 15, 17, 40, 41 .784 
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Independent Variables 
Independent variables of this study in the area of Family are: Affectionate Father, 
Affectionate Mother, Family Climate, Family Influence, Overprotective Father, 
Overprotective Mother, Parents’ Sensitive Communication, Permissive Father, 
Permissive Mother, Religious Background, Religious Father, Religious Mother, and 
Spiritual Life. 
Independent variables of this study in the area of Church are: Church Activities, 
Church Attendance, Church Influence, Church Sensitive Communication, Church 
Warmth, Clear Vision, Importance of Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Thinking Climate, Worship Experience, Regular 
Youth Program, Spiritual Needs, and Youth Ministry.  
A description of the independent variables of the study is shown in Table 30. 
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Table 30    
    
Independent Variables 
    
    
Area Variable Items Reliability 
    
    
Family Affectionate Father 230, 233, 234, 235, 240, .872 
  241, 246, 247   
    
 Affectionate Mother 255, 258, 259, 260, 265, .820 
  266, 271, 272  
    
 Family Climate 221, 222, 223, 224, 225 .893 
    
 Family Influence 143, 144, 145 .677 
    
 Overprotective Father 237, 238, 239, 242, 249,  .789 
  252  
    
 Overprotective Mother 262, 263, 264, 267, 273, .826 
  274, 277  
    
 Parents Sensitive  141  
 Communication   
    
 Permissive Father 232, 236, 244, 250, 251, .771 
  254  
    
 Permissive Mother 257, 261, 269, 275, 276, .798 
  279  
    
 Religious Background 227, 228, 229 .601 
    
 Religious Father 280, 282, 284 .735 
    
 Religious Mother 281, 283, 285 .611 
    
 Spiritual Life 286, 287, 288 .545 
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Table 30–Continued. 
    
    
Area Variable Items Reliability 
    
    
Church Church Activities 157, 159, 160, 162 .737 
    
 Church Attendance 135  
    
 Church Influence 146, 147, 148, 149 .690 
    
 Church Sensitive  140, 142 .697 
 Communication   
    
 Church Warmth 122, 124, 126, 129 .831 
    
 Clear Vision 178  
    
 Importance of Church 138, 139 .693 
 Relationships   
    
 Meaningful Youth Program 181  
    
 Responsibilities and 174, 175, 176 .690 
 Personal Gifts   
    
 Thinking Climate 123, 125, 127, 128, 130 .855 
    
 Worship Experience 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, .731 
  187, 188  
    
 Regular Youth Program         180  
    
 Spiritual Needs 200  
    
 Youth Ministry 150, 151, 152, 153, 155, .796 
  156, 158, 163  
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Control Variables 
 Control variables of this study are: Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin. Control 
variables of the study are shown in Table 31.  
 
Table 31  
    
Control Variables 
    
    
 Variable Items  
    
    
 Age   81  
    
 Baptismal Status 131  
    
 Country of Residence 132  
    
 Family Economic Status   84  
    
 Gender   25  
    
 Parents’ Marital Status  220  
    
 Parents’ Origin 218, 219  
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Research Questions 
Investigating to what extent hypothesized family and church factors relate to 
adolescents’ and young adults’ Faith Development, the research questions of this study 
were specified as follows:  
Research Question 1:  What is the relationship between Family and Church 
variables and Faith Development? 
Research Question 2:  How does the relationship between each Family and 
Church variable and Faith Development vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin? 
Research Question 3:  What is the relationship between Faith Development and a 
combination of all Family variables and a combination of all Church variables? 
Research Question 4:  How does the relationship between Faith Development and 
the combination of all Family variables and the combination of all Church variables vary 
by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, 
Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin? 
Research Question 5:  What is the relationship between Faith Development and a 
combination of all variables from both areas? 
Research Question 6:  How does the relationship between Faith Development and 
a combination of all variables from both areas vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin? 
  
92 
Research Question 7:  Is there a small set of variables that can predict Faith 
Development as well as the complete set of variables? 
Null Hypotheses 
According to the research questions of this study, several null hypotheses were 
tested. Since there are four dependent variables, seven control variables, and 27 
independent variables, each null hypothesis was tested in many different ways. 
Null Hypothesis 1:  There is no relationship between Faith Development and 
Family and Church variables. In Figure 2, each of the 108 correlations tested for null 
hypothesis 1 is shown as a line. 
Null Hypothesis 2: The relationship between Faith Development and each Family 
and Church variable does not vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin. In Figure 
3, each of the 756 interactions tested for null hypothesis 2 is shown as a triangle. 
Null Hypothesis 3:  There is no relationship between Faith Development and a 
combination of all Family variables and a combination of all Church variables. In Figure 
4, each of the eight correlations tested for null hypothesis 3 is shown as a line. 
Null Hypothesis 4:  The relationship between Faith Development and the 
combination of all Family variables and  the combination of all Church variables do not 
vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, 
Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin. In Figure 5, each of the 56 interactions 
tested for null hypothesis 4 is shown as a triangle. 
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Null Hypothesis 5:  There is no relationship between Faith Development and a 
combination of all variables from both areas. In Figure 6, each of the four correlations 
tested for null hypothesis 5 is shown as a line. 
Null Hypothesis 6:  The relationship between Faith Development and a 
combination of all variables from both areas do not vary by Age, Baptism Status, Country 
of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin. In Figure 7, each of the 28 interactions tested for null hypothesis 6 is shown as a 
triangle. 
Null Hypothesis 7: There is no small set of variables that can predict Faith 
Development as well as a combination of all variables from both areas. In Figure 8, each 
line represents the analysis conducted to select each small set of variables. 
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Figure 2. Testing Null Hypothesis 1. 
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Figure 3. Testing Null Hypothesis 2. 
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Figure 4. Testing Null Hypothesis 3. 
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Figure 5. Testing Null Hypothesis 4. 
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Figure 6. Testing Null Hypothesis 5. 
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Figure 7. Testing Null Hypothesis 6. 
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Figure 8. Testing Null Hypothesis 7. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS  
Introduction 
The first three chapters laid the foundation for the current chapter. Chapter 1 
introduced the research problem and the purpose of the study. Chapter 2 reviewed 
relevant literature and gave a compact overview about the current stage of faith 
development research. The third chapter explained the methodology.  
The fourth chapter of this study presents the results and findings. Starting with the 
general demographics of the sample, seven sets of null hypotheses are tested in order to 
answer the seven research questions of this study. 
Demographics of the Sample 
Whereas the whole Valuegenesis Europe population included 5,415 respondents, 
the sample of this study was 1,395 respondents living in Austria, Germany and the 
German-speaking part of Switzerland. Cleaning criteria and the process of data cleaning 
and sampling are described in detail in Chapter 3. Age, gender, and nationality of the 
sample are presented in Table 32. Results are listed for the total sample and for each 
country separately. The age range of the sample was between 14 to 25 years. The 
distribution within the chosen age categories for the three German-speaking countries  
was similar. There were fewer male than female respondents in all countries. 
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Table 32     
     
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample: Age, Gender, and Nationality 
     
     
Demographics 
Total Austria Germany Switzerland 
n % n % n % n % 
         
         
Age 1,395 100.0 138 100.0 1,063 100.0 194 100.0 
         
   14 - 16 356 25.5 32 23.2 268 25.2 56 28.9 
   17 - 19 449 32.2 45 32.6 352 33.1 52 26.8 
   20 - 22 339 24.3 34 24.6 262 24.6 43 22.2 
   23 - 25 251 18.0 27 19.6 181 17.0 43 22.2 
         
         
Gender 1,376 100.0 138 100.0 1,047 100.0 191 100.0 
         
   Male 615 44.7 64 46.4 476 45.5 75 39.3 
   Female 761 55.3 74 53.6 571 54.5 116 60.7 
         
         
Nationality 1,393 100.0 138 100.0 1,061 100.0 194 100.0 
         
   Austrian    120 8.6 118 85.5 2 .2 0 .0 
   German 1,026 73.7 5 3.6 1,009 95.1 12 6.2 
   Swiss 169 12.1 2 1.4 1 .1 166 85.6 
   Other 78 5.6 13 9.4 49 4.6 16 8.2 
         
 
By nationality, there were 74% German, 12% Swiss, 9% Austrian, and 6% other. In each 
country between 86% and 95% of the subjects lived in the same country as their 
nationality. 95% said they were heterosexual. Educational Level, family economic status, 
and parents’ marital status are shown in Table 33. Results are always listed for the total 
sample and for each country separately. Most respondents’ educational level was 
secondary school or higher education. Fifty-two percent indicated living with an  
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Table 33     
     
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample: Educational Level, Family Economic 
Status, and Parents’ Marital Status 
     
     
Demographics 
Total Austria Germany Switzerland 
n % n % n % n % 
         
         
Educational Level 1,370 100.0 138 100.0 1,041 100.0 191 100.0 
         
   No Qualification 136 9.9 10 7.2 100 9.6 26 13.6 
   Secondary School 527 38.5 42 30.4 400 38.4 85 44.5 
   Higher Education 636 46.4 83 60.1 489 47.0 64 33.5 
   University 64 4.7 3 2.2 46 4.4 15 7.9 
   Doctoral 7 .5 0 .0 6 .6 1 .5 
         
         
Family Economic 
Status 
1,384 100.0 135 100.0 1,058 100.0 191 100.0 
         
   Academic 243 17.6 23 17.0 175 16.5 45 23.6 
   Employee 717 51.8 88 65.2 542 51.2 87 45.5 
   Craftsman 297 21.5 13 9.6 239 22.6 45 23.6 
   Worker 82 5.9 9 6.7 65 6.1 8 4.2 
   Unemployed 45 3.3 2 1.5 37 3.5 6 3.1 
         
         
Parents’ Marital  
Status 
1,309 100.0 130 100.0 1,003 100.0 176 100.0 
         
   Married 1,107 84.6 107 82.3 840 83.7 160 90.9 
   Separated/Divorce 183 14.0 20 15.4 147 14.7 16 9.1 
   Never married 19 1.5 3 2.3 16 1.6 0 .0 
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employee’s family, followed by 22% who indicated their family economic background as 
craftsmen; respectively 18% who indicated an academic family background. Six percent 
came from worker families. Three percent said their parents were unemployed. Almost 
85% indicated they had married parents. Fourteen percent had parents who were  
separated or divorced. Baptismal status, age at time of baptism, and religious background  
of the family are presented in Table 34. Results are always listed in total and for each 
country separately. There were more baptized respondents (61%) than not baptized  
(39%). Most respondents were baptized between 12 and 18 years of age and indicated 
they had Adventist parents or an Adventist mother. More than 80% indicated they were 
living in a third-generation Adventist family. 
Testing Null Hypothesis 1 
Null Hypothesis 1 stated that there is no relationship between Faith Development 
and Family and Church variables. To test this null hypothesis Pearson correlation 
coefficients were computed. There were 27 independent variables, 13 in the area of 
Family, and 14 in the area of Church. Significance was tested at the .01 level. 
Believing 
Table 35 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 1 in the area of Believing. 
Eleven of 13 Family variables and 13 of 14 Church variables were significant at the .01 
level. The highest correlations were found with Worship Experience (r = .355), 
Importance of Church Relationships (r = .310), Responsibilities and Gifts  
(r = .272), Church Activities (r = .259), and Youth Ministry (r = .234) in the area of 
Church, and with Family Climate (r = .211) and Spiritual Life (r = .211) in the area of  
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Table 34     
     
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample: Baptismal Status, Baptism Age,  
Religious Background 
     
     
Demographics 
Total Austria Germany Switzerland 
n % n % n % n % 
         
         
Baptismal Status 1,393 100.0 138 100.0 1,062 100.0 193 100.0 
         
   Baptized 853 61.2 87 63.0 653 61.5 113 58.5 
   Not Baptized 540 38.8 51 37.0 409 38.5 80 41.5 
         
         
Baptism Age 1,393 100.0 138 100.0 1,062 100.0 193 100.0 
         
   Under 12 15 1.1 1 .7 12 1.1 2 13.3 
   12 - 15 249 17.9 26 18.8 199 18.7 24 17.9 
   16 - 18 418 30.0 40 29.0 327 30.8 51 26.4 
   19 - 21 140 10.1 17 12.3 94 8.9 29 15.0 
   Over 21 31 2.2 3 2.2 21 2.0 7 3.6 
         
         
Family Religious 
Background 
1,302 100.0 131 100.0 989 100.0 182 100.0 
         
   Only SDA Father 4 .3 1 .8 2 .2 1 .5 
   Only SDA Mother  68 5.2 12 9.2 46 4.7 10 5.5 
   SDA Parents 165 12.7 27 20.6 109 11.0 29 15.9 
   SDA Grandparents 15 1.2 1 .8 11 1.1 3 1.6 
   3
rd
 Generation SDA 1,050 80.6 90 68.7 821 83.0 139 76.4 
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Table 35     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 1: Believing 
     
     
Area Variable / Item 
Believing 
r p n 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father .146 .000* 1,361 
 Affectionate Mother .198 .000* 1,353 
 Family Climate .211 .000* 1,375 
 Family Influence .052 .066* 1,249 
 Family Religious Background .026 .327* 1,380 
 Overprotective Father -.107 .000* 1,356 
 Overprotective Mother -.109 .000* 1,348 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.084 .002* 1,385 
 Permissive Father .070 .010* 1,358 
 Permissive Mother .071 .009* 1,352 
 Religious Father .096 .000* 1,359 
 Religious Mother .136 .000* 1,377 
 Spiritual Life .211 .000* 1,380 
     
     
Church Church Activities .259 .000* 1,354 
 Church Attendance -.030 .266* 1,360 
 Church Influence .124 .000* 1,218 
 Church Sensitive Communication -.070 .010* 1,381 
 Church Warmth .156 .000* 1,360 
 Clear Vision .091 .001* 1,361 
 Importance of Church Relationships .310 .000* 1,389 
 Meaningful Youth Program .196 .000* 1,366 
 Regular Youth Program .060 .026* 1,375 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .272 .000* 1,390 
 Spiritual Needs .210 .000* 1,377 
 Thinking Climate .195 .000* 1,352 
 Worship Experience .355 .000* 1,378 
 Youth Ministry .234 .000* 1,363 
     
*p < .01 
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Family. There were small positive correlations between Faith Development and Family 
and Church variables in the area of Believing, and the relationships were stronger with 
Church variables than with Family variables.  
Belonging 
Table 36 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 1 in the area of Belonging. 
Nine of 13 Family variables and 13 of 14 Church variables were significant at the .01 
level. The highest correlations were found with Importance of Church Relationships (r = 
.580), Responsibilities and Personal Gifts (r = .498), Worship 
Experience (r = .473), Meaningful Youth Program (r = -.460), Spiritual Needs  
(r = -.404), Thinking Climate (r = .315), Church Activities (r = 295), and Youth Ministry 
(r = .277) in the area of Church, and with Spiritual Life (r = .257) in the area of Family. 
There were positive correlations between Faith Development and Family and 
Church variables in the area of Belonging, and the relationships were stronger with 
Church variables than with Family variables. 
Caring 
Table 37 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 1 in the area of Caring. 
Three of 13 Family variables and 10 of 14 Church variables were significant at the .01 
level. The highest correlations were found with Youth Ministry (r = .205) and Church 
Activities (r = .202) in the area of Church. There were no correlations larger than .20 
found in the area of Family.  
All correlations between Caring and Family and Church variables were small, but 
they were stronger for Church variables than for Family variables. 
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Table 36     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 1: Belonging 
     
     
Area Variable / Item 
Belonging 
r p n 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father .098 .000* 1,366 
 Affectionate Mother .122 .000* 1,357 
 Family Climate .111 .000* 1,380 
 Family Influence .039 .173* 1,253 
 Family Religious Background .078 .004* 1,385 
 Overprotective Father -.077 .005* 1,361 
 Overprotective Mother -.083 .002* 1,352 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.030 .262* 1,390 
 Permissive Father -.009 .728* 1,363 
 Permissive Mother -.038 .163* 1,356 
 Religious Father .195 .000* 1,364 
 Religious Mother .137 .000* 1,382 
 Spiritual Life .257 .000* 1,385 
     
     
Church Church Activities .295 .000* 1,359 
 Church Attendance .031 .254* 1,365 
 Church Influence .144 .000* 1,222 
 Church Sensitive Communication -.148 .000* 1,386 
 Church Warmth .309 .000* 1,365 
 Clear Vision .116 .000* 1,366 
 Importance of Church Relationships .580 .000* 1,394 
 Meaningful Youth Program .460 .000* 1,371 
 Regular Youth Program .181 .000* 1.380 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .498 .000* 1,395 
 Spiritual Needs .404 .000* 1,382 
 Thinking Climate .315 .000* 1,357 
 Worship Experience .473 .000* 1,383 
 Youth Ministry .277 .000* 1,368 
     
*p < .01. 
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Table 37     
     
Testing of Null Hypothesis 1: Caring 
     
     
Area Variable / Item 
Caring 
r p n 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father .054 .047* 1,357 
 Affectionate Mother .056 .041* 1,349 
 Family Climate .072 .007* 1,371 
 Family Influence .044 .122* 1,245 
 Family Religious Background -.007 .797* 1,367 
 Overprotective Father .007 .783* 1,352 
 Overprotective Mother -.025 .357* 1,344 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.034 .205* 1,381 
 Permissive Father .002 .936* 1,354 
 Permissive Mother -.005 .847* 1,348 
 Religious Father .017 .528* 1,355 
 Religious Mother .107 .000* 1,373 
 Spiritual Life .160 .000* 1,367 
     
     
Church Church Activities .202 .000* 1,351 
 Church Attendance .026 .348* 1,356 
 Church Influence .126 .000* 1,215 
 Church Sensitive Communication -.026 .336* 1,377 
 Church Warmth .116 .000* 1,359 
 Clear Vision .014 .605* 1,358 
 Importance of Church Relationships .174 .000* 1,385 
 Meaningful Youth Program .118 .000* 1,362 
 Regular Youth Program .023 .386* 1,371 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .189 .000* 1,386 
 Spiritual Needs .078 .004* 1,373 
 Thinking Climate .143 .000* 1,349 
 Worship Experience .196 .000* 1,374 
 Youth Ministry .205 .000* 1,359 
     
*p < .01. 
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Doing 
Table 38 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 1 in the area of Doing. Nine 
of 13 Family variables and 13 of 14 Church variables were significant at the .01 level. 
The highest correlations were found with Importance of Church Relationships (r = .407), 
Worship Experience (r = .372), Responsibilities and Gifts  
(r = .347), Meaningful Youth Program (r = .257), Church Activities (r = .257), Thinking 
Climate (r = .225), and Youth Ministry (r = .209) in the area of Church, and in Spiritual 
Life (r = .203) in the area of Family.  
There were positive correlations between Faith Development and Family and 
Church variables in the area of Doing, and the relationships were stronger with Church 
variables than with Family variables. 
Summary 
Results of testing Null Hypothesis 1 are shown in Table 35 (Believing), Table 36 
(Belonging), Table 37 (Caring), and Table 38 (Doing). Church variables had more 
significant and higher correlations than did Family variables. The most significant 
correlations were found in the areas of Believing, Belonging, and Doing. The church 
variables with the highest correlations were Importance of Church Relationships 
(Belonging: r = .580; Doing: r = .407), Responsibilities and Personal Gifts (Belonging:  
r = .498; Doing: r = .347), Worship Experience (Belonging: r = .473; Doing: r = .372), 
Meaningful Youth Program (Belonging: r = .460), and Spiritual Needs (Belonging: r = 
.404). Spiritual Life (Believing: r = .211; Belonging: r = .257; Doing: r = .203) was the 
only Family variable with a high correlation. 
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Table 38     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 1: Doing 
     
     
Area Variable / Item 
Doing 
r p n 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father .059 .028* 1,364 
 Affectionate Mother .146 .000* 1,356 
 Family Climate .137 .000* 1,378 
 Family Influence -.003 .927* 1,251 
 Family Religious Background .034 .201* 1,383 
 Overprotective Father -.096 .000* 1,359 
 Overprotective Mother -.112 .000* 1,351 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.082 .002* 1,388 
 Permissive Father .066 .015* 1,361 
 Permissive Mother .087 .001* 1,355 
 Religious Father .079 .004* 1,362 
 Religious Mother .165 .000* 1,380 
 Spiritual Life .203 .000* 1,383 
     
     
Church Church Activities .257 .000* 1,357 
 Church Attendance -.070 .009* 1,363 
 Church Influence .143 .000* 1,220 
 Church Sensitive Communication -.099 .000* 1,384 
 Church Warmth .150 .000* 1,363 
 Clear Vision .041 .126* 1,364 
 Importance of Church Relationships .407 .000* 1,392 
 Meaningful Youth Program .257 .000* 1,369 
 Regular Youth Program .073 .007* 1,378 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .347 .000* 1,393 
 Spiritual Needs .184 .000* 1,380 
 Thinking Climate .225 .000* 1,355 
 Worship Experience .372 .000* 1,381 
 Youth Ministry .209 .000* 1,366 
     
*p < .01. 
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There were positive correlations between Faith Development and Family 
variables in the areas of Believing, Belonging, and Doing. There were positive 
correlations between Church variables and all aspects of Faith Development. Church was 
generally higher than Family. 
Testing Null Hypothesis 2 
Null Hypothesis 2 stated that the relationship between Faith Development and 
each Family and Church variable does not vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin. To test this null hypothesis, a series of two-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) 
were computed. There were four dependent variables, seven control variables, and 27 
independent variables, 13 in the area of Family, and 14 in the area of Church. 
Significance was tested at the .01 level. 
Believing 
Results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Believing are reported 
separately for the seven control variables of the study: Age, Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin. For each control variable there are two sets of tables. The first tables give the tests 
of significance, and the second tables give the sample sizes, means, and standard 
deviations for the significant interactions.     
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Believing and Age 
Table 39 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Age. There were no significant interactions at the .01 level found between Age and any 
of the independent variables on Believing, either in the area of Family or in the area of 
Church.  
Believing and Baptismal Status 
Table 40 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Baptismal Status. One of 13 Family variables had significant interaction. That was 
Spiritual Life. Six of 14 Church variables had significant interactions. These were Church 
Activities, Church Warmth, Importance of Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth 
Program, Spiritual Needs, and Worship Experience. The sample sizes, means and 
standard deviations for the significant interactions are reported in Tables 41 to 47. 
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Table 39     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables With Age  
on Believing  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 3, 1353 .257 .856* 
 Affectionate Mother 3, 1345 .684 .562* 
 Family Climate 6, 1363 .518 .795* 
 Family Influence 6, 1237 1.631 .135* 
 Family Religious Background 3, 1360 .507 .678* 
 Overprotective Father 6, 1344 2.088 .052* 
 Overprotective Mother 6, 1336 1.447 .193* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 6, 1373 .537 .781* 
 Permissive Father 6, 1346 .834 .543* 
 Permissive Mother 6, 1340 .354 .908* 
 Religious Father 3, 1351 2.349 .071* 
 Religious Mother 3, 1369 .791 .499* 
 Spiritual Life 6, 1368 .304 .935* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 6, 1342 .789 .578* 
 Church Attendance 6, 1348 1.534 .164* 
 Church Influence 6, 1206 .479 .824* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 3, 1373 .238 .870* 
 Church Warmth 6, 1348 2.329 .031* 
 Clear Vision 6, 1349 .811 .561* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 6, 1377 1.725 .112* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 6, 1372 2.503  .021* 
 Regular Youth Program 6, 1363 1.040 .397* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 6, 1378 1.462 .188* 
 Spiritual Needs 6, 1365 1.428 .200* 
 Thinking Climate 6, 1340 .748 .611* 
 Worship Experience 6, 1366 1.188 .310* 
 Youth Ministry 6, 1351 1.264 .271* 
     
*p < .01.  
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Table 40     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables with Baptismal Status  
on Believing  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1355 .275 .600* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1347 2.128 .145* 
 Family Climate 2, 1367 1.258 .285* 
 Family Influence 2, 1241 3.514 .030* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1362 .422 .516* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1348 3.140 .044* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1340 1.938 .144* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1377 1.457 .233* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1350 .047 .954* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1344 .263 .769* 
 Religious Father 1, 1353 .825 .364* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1371 2.532 .112* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1372 6.381 .002* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1346 4.876 .008* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1352 2.146 .117* 
 Church Influence 2, 1210 2.232 .108* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1375 2.068 .151* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1352 8.288 .000* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1353 .179 .836* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1381 6.190 .002* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1376 8.865 .000* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1367 2.328 .098* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1382 2.927 .054* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1369 9.074 .000* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1344 3.714 .025* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1370 15.983 .000* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1355 3.022 .049* 
     
*p < .01.  
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Baptismal Status and Spiritual Life 
Table 41 shows that the relationship between Spiritual Life and Believing was 
stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for those who were 
baptized. The difference in Believing between adolescents and young adults with poor 
Spiritual Life and good Spiritual Life was 0.233 for Baptized (M = 4.316-4.084) and 
0.619 for Not Baptized (M = 3.873-3.254). Thus, Spiritual Life had a greater effect on 
Believing for adolescents and young adults who were not baptized than for those who 
were baptized. 
 
Table 41     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Spiritual Life and Baptismal Status  
on Believing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Spiritual Life N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 1.66 102 4.084 .793 76 3.254 1.147 
       
   1.67 – 2.33 153 4.129 .923 116 3.344 .971 
       
   2.34 – 3.00 591 4.316 .794 340 3.873 .855 
       
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Poor” to 3 = “Good.” 
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Baptismal Status and Church Activities 
Table 42 shows that the relationship between Church Activities and Believing 
was stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it were for those who 
were baptized. The difference in Believing between adolescents and young adults who 
felt very much influenced by church activities  and those who did not was 0.429 for 
Baptized (M = 4.431-4.002) and 0.831 for Not Baptized (M = 4.087-3.256). Thus, Church 
Activities had a greater effect on Believing for adolescents and young adults who were 
not baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 42     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Church Activities and Baptismal Status  
on Believing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Church Activities N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.00 244 4.002 .921 163 3.256 .974 
       
   2.01 – 3.00 425 4.340 .687 246 3.833 .818 
       
   3.01 – 4.00 172 4.431 .844 102 4.087 .905 
       
Note. 1 = Not at all; 2 = Not too much; 3 = Somewhat; 4 = Very much. 
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Baptismal Status and Church Warmth 
Table 43 shows that the relationship between Church Warmth and Believing was 
stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for those who were 
baptized. The difference in Believing between adolescents and young adults who 
experienced Church Warmth in their congregations and those who did not was 0.211 for 
Baptized (M = 4.365-4.154) and 0.585 for Not Baptized (M = 3.902-3.317). Thus, Church 
Warmth had a greater effect on Believing for adolescents and young adults who were not 
baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 43     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Church Warmth and Baptismal Status  
on Believing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Church Warmth N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.50 259 4.154 .832 155 3.317 906 
       
   2.51 – 3.50 292 4.227 .804 168 3.844 .863 
       
   3.51 – 5.00 291 4.365 .825 193 3.902 .895 
       
Note.1 = Not at all true; 2 = Slightly true; 3 = Somewhat true; 4 = Quite true; 
5 = Very true. 
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Baptismal Status and Importance of Church  
Relationships 
Table 44 shows that the relationship between Importance of Church Relationships 
and Believing was stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for 
those who were baptized. The difference in Believing between adolescents and young 
adults who gauged their Church Relationships as important and those who did not was 
0.356 for Baptized (M = 4.348-3.992) and 0.751 for Not Baptized (M = 3.881-3.130). 
Thus, Importance of Church Relationships had a greater effect on Believing for 
adolescents and young adults who were not baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 44     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Importance of Church Relationships 
and Baptismal Status on Believing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
Importance of Church         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Relationships N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 3.00 73 3.992 .773 115 3.130 1.012 
       
   3.01 – 4.00 224 4.079 .883 233 3.754 .896 
       
   4.01 – 5.00 552 4.348 .802 190 3.881 .909 
       
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Unimportant” to 5 = “Important.” 
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Baptismal Status and Meaningful Youth  
Program 
Table 45 shows a strong relationship between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Baptismal Status for not-baptized adolescents and young adults. There was no 
relationship for Baptized. The difference in Believing between adolescents and young 
adults who experienced Meaningful Youth Programs usually or always and those who did 
so only never or rarely was 0.638 for Not Baptized (M = 3.832-3.3.194). Thus, 
Meaningful Youth Program had a great effect on Believing for adolescents and young 
adults who were not baptized but had no effect for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 45     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Baptismal Status on Believing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Meaningful Youth Program N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Never or Rarely 94 4.211 .720 94 3.194 1.089 
       
   Sometimes 98 4.163 .789 95 3.516 .936 
       
   Usually or Always 655 4.274 .830 346 3.832 .895 
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Baptismal Status and Spiritual Needs 
Table 46 shows that the relationship between Spiritual Needs and Believing was 
stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for those who were 
baptized. The difference in Believing between adolescents and young adults who strongly 
agreed that their Spiritual Needs were met in their congregation and those who did not 
was 0.227 for Baptized (M = 4.373-4.146) and 0.742 for Not Baptized (M = 4.044-3.302). 
Thus, Spiritual Needs had a greater effect on Believing for adolescents and young adults 
who were not baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 46     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Spiritual Needs and Baptismal Status  
on Believing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
   
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Spiritual Needs N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Disagree 213 4.146 .817 124 3.302 .895 
       
   Neutral 258 4.177 .761 219 3.557 .876 
       
   Agree 374 4.373 .805 187 4.044 .785 
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Baptismal Status and Worship Experience 
Table 47 shows that the relationship between Worship Experience and Believing 
was stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for those who 
were baptized. The difference in Believing between adolescents and young adults who 
always experienced a good Worship Experience and those who never did was 0.503 for 
Baptized (M = 4.558-4.055) and 1.149 for Not Baptized (M = 4.201-3.052). Thus, 
Worship Experience had a greater effect on Believing for adolescents and young adults 
who were not baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 47     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Worship Experience and Baptismal 
Status on Believing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Worship Experience N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.50 157 4.055 .817 142 3.052 .988 
       
   2.51 – 3.50 470 4.178 .833 305 3.793 .845 
       
   3.51 – 5.00 218 4.558 .719 84 4.201 .859 
       
Note. 1 = Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Usually; 5 = Always. 
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Believing and Country of Residence 
Table 48 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Country of Residence. One of 13 Family variables and one of 14 Church variables had a 
significant interaction at the .01 level. These were Parents’ Sensitive Communication in 
the area of Family and Clear Vision in the area of Church. The sample sizes, means, and 
standard deviations are reported in Tables 49 and 50.   
Country of Residence and Parents’ Sensitive Communication 
Table 49 shows that the relationship between Parents’ Sensitive Communication 
and Believing differs in Austria, Germany, and Switzerland, but the differences are not 
meaningful. 
Country of Residence and Clear Vision 
 Table 50 shows that the relationship between Clear Vision and Believing was 
stronger for respondents in Switzerland than for those in Germany and Austria. The 
difference in Believing between adolescents and young adults who designated their 
congregations a Clear Vision congregation and those who did not was 0.759 for Austria 
(M = 3.769-3.010), 0.849 for Germany (M = 3.771-2.922), and 0.929 for Switzerland (M 
= 3.800-2.871). Thus, Clear Vision had a greater effect on Believing for adolescents and 
young adults who lived in Switzerland than for those who lived in Germany or Austria. 
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Table 48     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Country of Residence on Believing  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1355 .688 .503* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1347 1.638 .195* 
 Family Climate 4, 1366 1.081 .364* 
 Family Influence 4, 1240 .699 .593* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1362 1.683 .186* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1347 1.179 .318* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1339 1.316 .262* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1376 4.465 .001* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1349 .749 .559* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1343 1.032 .389* 
 Religious Father 2, 1353 .581 .560* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1371 .108 .897* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1371 .624 .645* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1345 1.253 .287* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1351 1.186 .315* 
 Church Influence 4, 1209 .655 .623* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1375 1.336 .263* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1351 .773 .543* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1352 3.510 .007* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1380 .580 .677* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1375 .328 .860* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1366 1.473 .208* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1381 .605 .659* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1368 1.141 .336* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1343 .574 .681* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1369 1.639 .162* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1354 .157 .960* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Believing and Family Economic Status 
Table 51 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Family Economic Status on Believing. There were no significant interactions at the .01 
level found between Family Economic Status and any of the independent variables, either 
in the area of Family or in the area of Church.  
Believing and Gender 
Table 52 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Gender on Believing. There were no significant interactions at the .01 level found 
between Gender and any of the independent variables, either in the area of Family or in 
the area of Church.  
Believing and Parents’ Marital Status 
Table 53 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Parents’ Marital Status on Believing. There were no significant interactions at the .01 
level found between Parents’ Marital Status and any of the independent variables, either 
in the area of Family or in the area of Church.  
Believing and Parents’ Origin 
Table 54 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Parents’ Origin on Believing. There were no significant interactions at the .01 level found 
between Parents’ Origin and any of the independent variables, either in the area of 
Family or in the area of Church. 
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Table 51     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Family Economic Status on Believing 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1301 .266 .767* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1291 1.359 .257* 
 Family Climate 4, 1311 .292 .883* 
 Family Influence 4, 1190 .239 .916* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1307 .461 .631* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1239 3.139 .014* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1283 .583 .675* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1320 2.355 .052* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1295 2.606 .034* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1287 1.123 .344* 
 Religious Father 2, 1300 .806 .447* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1315 2.482 .084* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1315 .038 .997* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1292 .924 .449* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1295 .437 .782* 
 Church Influence 4, 1165 .404 .806* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1320 .803 .448* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1297 .468 .759* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1300 1.067 .371* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1324 2.247 .062* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1321 .486 .746* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1312 1.397 .233* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1325 .918 .453* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1314 .377 .825* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1290 1.831 .120* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1314 1.505 .198* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1300 .865 .484* 
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Table 52     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Gender on Believing 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1341 1.955 .162* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1333 .158 .691* 
 Family Climate 2, 1353 1.081 .339* 
 Family Influence 2, 1228  1.071 .343* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1350 2.372 .124* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1334 .360 .698* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1326 1.184 .306* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1359 1.284 .274* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1336 .508 .602* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1330 .036 .965* 
 Religious Father 1, 1339 .556 .456* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1357 .196 .658* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1358 .397 .673* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1334 2.686 .068* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1338 .084 .919* 
 Church Influence 2, 1198 .511 .600* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1361 .608 .436* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1339 .268 .765* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1339 .177 .838* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1367 .676 .509* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1362 3.794 .023* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1353 .244 .784* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1368 1.028 .358* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1355 .146 .864* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1330 .001 .999* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1356 .174 .841* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1341 1.556 .211* 
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Table 53     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Parents’ Marital Status on Believing 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1265 1.006 .316* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1255 1.907 .168* 
 Family Climate 2, 1272 4.154 .016* 
 Family Influence 2, 1158 .331 .718* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1267 .086 .769* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1260 .689 .502* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1248 1.802 .165* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1275 .238 .788* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1261 2.000 .136* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1252 2.355 .095* 
 Religious Father 1, 1263 1.588 .208* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1267 1.744 .187* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1276 1.084 .338* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1252 1.929 .146* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1256 .837 .433* 
 Church Influence 2, 1126 1.409 .245* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1273 .090 .764* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1254 2.365 .094* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1259 .869 .420* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1279 2.135 .119* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1277 2.989 .051* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1270 .387 .679* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1280 .662 .516* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1274 2.897 .056* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1245 .826 .438* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1272 1.116 .328* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1258 1.217 .296* 
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Table 54     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Parents’ Origin on Believing  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1345 .610 .544* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1339 1.748 .174* 
 Family Climate 4, 1356 .297 .880* 
 Family Influence 4, 1225 .320 .865* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1351 1.448 .235* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1338 1.117 .347* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1331 1.533 .190* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 8, 1354 .744 .653* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1339 .801 .524* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1335 .730 .572* 
 Religious Father 2, 1342 .843 .431* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1360 .147 .863* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1361 .170 .954* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1331 1.344 .252* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1335 1.084 .363* 
 Church Influence 4, 1195 1.056 .377* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1359 .459 .632* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1335 1.157 .328* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1340 2.223 .064* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1364 .367 .833* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1362 1.709 .146* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1354 1.141 .336* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1365 .715 .582* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1357 .980 .417* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1327 .473 .755* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1357 1.974 .100* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1339 .949 .435* 
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Belonging 
Results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Belonging are reported 
separately for the seven control variables of the study: Age, Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin. For each control variable there are two sets of tables. The first tables give the tests 
of significance and the second tables give the sample sizes, means, and standard 
deviations for the significant interactions. 
Belonging and Age 
Table 55 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Belonging 
with the Control variable Age. None of 13 Family variables and two of 14 Church 
variables had significant interactions at the .01 level. These were Meaningful Youth 
Program and Responsibilities and Personal Gifts. The sample sizes, means, and standard 
deviations are reported in Tables 56 and 57. 
Age and Meaningful Youth Program 
Table 56 shows a linear relationship between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Age on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who never experienced Meaningful Youth Programs and those who always did was 1.220 
for those 14–16 years old (M = 5.120-3.900) , 1.577 for those 17–19 years old (M = 
5.183-3.606), 1.264 for 20–22 years old (M = 5.168-3.904), and  0.748 for 23–25 years 
old (M = 5.161-4.413). Thus, Meaningful Youth Program had the greatest effect on 
Belonging for those 17–19 years old, followed by those 20–22 years old, and those 14–16 
years old.  
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Table 55     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Age on Belonging  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 3, 1358 .683 .562* 
 Affectionate Mother 3, 1349 .833 .476* 
 Family Climate 6, 1368 2.084 .052* 
 Family Influence 6, 1241 .444 .850* 
 Family Religious Background 3, 1365 .728 .536* 
 Overprotective Father 6, 1349 .850 .531* 
 Overprotective Mother 6, 1340 .932 .471* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 6, 1378 .871 .515* 
 Permissive Father 6, 1351 .929 .473* 
 Permissive Mother 6, 1344 .732 .624* 
 Religious Father 3, 1356 1.520 .207* 
 Religious Mother 3, 1374 .199 .897* 
 Spiritual Life 6, 1373 1.072 .377* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 6, 1347 .853 .529* 
 Church Attendance 6, 1353 1.271 .268* 
 Church Influence 6, 1210 .616 .717* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 3, 1378 .874 .454* 
 Church Warmth 6, 1353 1.258 .274* 
 Clear Vision 6, 1354 .163 .986* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 6, 1382 2.003 .062* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 6, 1377 4.672 .000* 
 Regular Youth Program 6, 1368 1.226 .290* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 6, 1383 6.545 .000* 
 Spiritual Needs 6, 1370 .775 .589* 
 Thinking Climate 6, 1345 1.487 .179* 
 Worship Experience 6, 1371 2.223 .039* 
 Youth Ministry 6, 1356 1.166 .322* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Meaningful Youth Program had the lowest effect on Belonging for the Age of those 23–
25 years old. 
Age and Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 
Table 57 shows a linear relationship between Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 
and Age on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young 
adults who had responsibilities and those who had no responsibilities was 0.843 for those 
14–16 years old (M = 5.226-4.383), 1.622 for those 17–19 years old (M = 5.288-3.606), 
1.029 for those 20–22 years old (M = 5.238-4.209), and 1.423 for those 23–25 years old 
(M = 5.337-3.914). Thus, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts had the greatest effect on 
Belonging for those 17–19 years old, followed by those 23–25 years old, and those 20–22 
years old. Responsibilities and Personal Gifts had the lowest effect on Belonging for the 
Age of those 14–16 years old. 
Belonging and Baptismal Status 
Table 58 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Belonging 
with the Control variable Baptismal Status. Three of 13 Family variables had a significant 
interaction at the .01 level. These were Affectionate Father, Religious Father, and 
Spiritual Life. Seven of 14 Church variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. 
These were Church Warmth, Importance of Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth 
Program Spiritual Needs, Thinking Climate, Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry. 
The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Tables 59 to 68.  
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Table 58     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Baptismal Status on Belonging  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1360 7.742 .005* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1351 2.364 .124* 
 Family Climate 2, 1372 4.130 .016* 
 Family Influence 2, 1245 2.388 .092* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1367 .651 .420* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1353 2.794 .062* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1344 1.678 .187* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1382 2.782 .062* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1355 4.521 .011* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1348 .936 .392* 
 Religious Father 1, 1358 19.161 .000* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1376 5.026 .025* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1377 13.299 .000* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1351 3.626 .027* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1357 .885 .413* 
 Church Influence 2, 1214 .539 .583* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1380 3.652 .056* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1357 12.736 .000* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1358 1.092 .336* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1386 5.949 .003* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1381 20.860 .000* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1372 3.014 .049* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1387 3.376 .034* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1374 17.276 .000* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1349 6.593 .001* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1375 10.030 .000* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1360 5.277 .005* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Baptismal Status and Affectionate Father 
Table 59 shows a linear relationship between Affectionate Father and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who had Affectionate Fathers and those who did not was 0.044 for the baptized (M = 
5.190-5.146) and 0.332 for the not baptized (M = 4.722-4.390). Thus, Affectionate Father 
had a greater effect on Belonging for not-baptized than for baptized adolescents and 
young adults.  
 
Table 59     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Affectionate Father and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
   
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Affectionate Father N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 3.20 433 5.146 .791 267 4.390 1.185 
       
   3.21 – 4.00 405 5.190 .823 259 4.722 1.012 
       
Note. 1 = Father is very unlike this; 2 = Father is moderately unlike this; 3 = Father is 
moderately like this; 4 = Father is very like this. 
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Baptismal Status and Religious Father 
Table 60 shows a linear relationship between Religious Father and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who had Religious Fathers and those who did not was 0.128 for the baptized (M = 5.225-
5.097) and 0.577 for the not baptized (M = 4.827-4.250). Thus, Religious Father had a 
greater effect on Belonging for not-baptized than for baptized adolescents and young 
adults.  
 
Table 60     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Religious Father and Baptismal Status  
on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Religious Father N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 3.50 362 5.097 .853 247 4.250 1.245 
       
   3.51 – 5.00 474 5.225 .756 279 4.827 .904 
       
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Poor” to 4 = “Good.” 
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Baptismal Status and Spiritual Life 
Table 61 shows a linear relationship between Spiritual Life and Baptismal Status 
on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults who 
experienced good Spiritual Life and those who did not was 0.254 for the baptized (M = 
5.236-4.982) and 1.025 for the not baptized (M = 4.792-3.767). Thus, Spiritual Life had a 
greater effect on Belonging for not-baptized than for baptized adolescents and young 
adults.  
 
Table 61     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Spiritual Life and Baptismal Status  
on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
   
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Spiritual Life N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 1.66 102 4.982 .948 76 3.767 1.427 
       
   1.67 – 2.33 153 5.011 .968 116 4.349 1.079 
       
   2.34 – 3.00 594 5.236 .726 342 4.792 .944 
       
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Poor” to 3 = “Good”. 
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Baptismal Status and Church Warmth 
Table 62 shows a linear relationship between Church Warmth and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who experienced Church Warmth and those who did not was 0.489 for the baptized (M = 
5.410-4.921) and 1.029 for the not baptized (M = 5.075-4.046). Thus, Church Warmth 
had a greater effect on Belonging for not-baptized than for baptized adolescents and 
young adults.  
 
Table 62     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Church Warmth and Baptismal Status  
on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
   
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Church Warmth N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.50 260 4.921 .896 156 4.046 1.209 
       
   2.51 – 3.50 292 5.211 .643 168 4.724 .775 
       
   3.51 – 5.00 293 5.410 .637 194 5.075 .649 
       
Note. 1 = Not at all true; 2 = Slightly true; 3 = Somewhat true; 4 = Quite true;  
5 = Very true. 
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Baptismal Status and Importance of  
Church Relationships 
Table 63 shows a linear relationship between Church Relationships and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who gauged their Church Relationships as important and those who did not was 1.201 for 
the baptized (M = 5.351-4.150) and 1.656 for the not baptized (M = 5.138-3.482). Thus, 
Importance of Church Relationships had a greater effect on Belonging for not-baptized 
than for baptized adolescents and young adults. 
 
Table 63     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Importance of Church Relationships 
and Baptismal Status on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
Importance of Church         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Relationships N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 3.00 73 4.150 1.314 116 3.482 1.409 
       
   3.01 – 4.00 225 5.038 .784 233 4.605 .825 
       
   4.01 – 5.00 554 5.351 .594 191 5.138 .645 
       
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Unimportant” to 5 = “Important.” 
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Baptismal Status and Meaningful Youth  
Program 
Table 64 shows a linear relationship between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Baptismal Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and 
young adults who experienced consistently Meaningful Youth Programs and those who 
never did was 0.786 for the Baptized (M = 5.282-4.496) and 1.636 for the Not-Baptized 
(M = 4.927-3.291). Thus, Meaningful Youth Program had a greater effect on Belonging 
for not baptized than for baptized adolescents and young adults. 
 
Table 64     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Baptismal Status on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Meaningful Youth Program N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Never or Rarely 94 4.496 1.282 94 3.291 1.409 
       
   Sometimes 98 5.060 .680 95 4.457 .954 
       
   Usually or Always 658 5.282 .671 348 4.927 .724 
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Baptismal Status and Spiritual Needs 
Table 65 shows a linear relationship between Spiritual Needs and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who strongly agreed that their Spiritual Needs were met in their congregation and those 
who strongly disagreed was 0.607 for the baptized (M = 5.389-4.782) and 1.331 for the 
not baptized (M = 5.094-3.763). Thus, Spiritual Needs had a greater effect on Belonging 
for not-baptized than for baptized adolescents and young adults. 
 
Table 65     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Spiritual Needs and Baptismal Status  
on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Spiritual Needs N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Disagree 214 4.782 1.038 124 3.763 1.477 
       
   Neutral  259 5.170 .680 221 4.570 .837 
       
   Agree 375 5.389 .627 187 5.094 .689 
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Baptismal Status and Thinking Climate 
Table 66 shows a linear relationship between Thinking Climate and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who certified their congregations a high Thinking Climate and those who did not was 
0.510 for Baptized (M = 5.420-4.910) and 0.927 for Not Baptized (M = 5.147-4.220). 
Thus, Thinking Climate had a greater effect on Belonging for not-baptized than for 
baptized adolescents and young adults. 
 
Table 66     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Thinking Climate and Baptismal Status  
on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
   
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Thinking Climate N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.00 241 4.910 .888 148 4.220 1.159 
       
   2.01 – 3.00 345 5.219 .663 225 4.644 .861 
       
   3.01 – 4.00 256 5.420 .646 140 5.147 .695 
       
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Not at all true” to 4 = “Very true.” 
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Baptismal Status and Worship Experience 
 Table 67 shows a linear relationship between Worship Experience and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who consistently experienced a good Worship experience and those who never did was 
0.839 for the baptized (M = 5.441-4.602) and 1.442 for the not baptized (M = 5.164-
3.722). Thus, Worship Experience had a greater effect on Belonging for not-baptized 
than for baptized adolescents and young adults. 
 
Table 67     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Worship Experience and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
   
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Worship Experience N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.50 157 4.602 1.048 142 3.722 1.345 
       
   2.51 – 3.50 473 5.234 .662 307 4.786 .794 
       
   3.51 – 5.00 218 5.441 .675 84 5.164 .774 
       
Note. 1 = Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Usually; 5 = Always. 
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Baptismal Status and Youth Ministry 
Table 68 shows a linear relationship between Youth Ministry and Baptismal 
Status on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who  felt very much positively influenced by Youth Ministry activities and those who did 
not at all was 0.491 for the baptized (M = 5.293-4.802) and 1.021 for the not baptized (M 
= 4.862-3.841). Thus, Youth Ministry had a greater effect on Belonging for not-baptized 
than for baptized adolescents and young adults. 
 
Table 68     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Youth Ministry and Baptismal Status  
on Belonging   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
   
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Youth Ministry N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.00 74 4.802 1.152 69 3.841 1.550 
       
   2.01 – 3.00 317 5.084 .813 228 4.548 .963 
       
   3.01 – 4.00 455 5.293 .680 223 4.862 .832 
       
Note. 1 = Not at all; 2 = Not too much; 3 = Somewhat; 4 = Very much. 
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Belonging and Country of Residence 
Table 69 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the Control variable 
Country of Residence. None of 13 Family variables and two of 14 Church variables had a 
significant interaction at the .01 level. These were Clear Vision and Regular Youth 
Program. The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Tables 70 and 
71. 
Country of Residence and Clear Vision 
Table 70 shows that the relationship between Clear Vision and Belonging was 
stronger for Germany than for Switzerland and Austria. The difference in Believing 
between adolescents and young adults who designated their congregations as having a 
Clear Vision and those who did not was 0.045 for Austria (M = 5.061-5.016), 0.666 for 
Germany (M = 5.163-4.497), and 0.337 for Switzerland (M = 4.838-4.501). Thus, Clear 
Vision had the greatest effect on Belonging for adolescents and young adults who lived in 
Germany, followed by those who lived in Switzerland and Austria.  
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Table 69     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Country of Residence on Belonging  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1360 3.637 .027* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1351 3.111 .045* 
 Family Climate 4, 1371 2.419 .047* 
 Family Influence 4, 1244 1.494 .202* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1367 .653 .521* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1352 .599 .664* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1343 1.768 .133* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1381 1.840 .119* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1354 .734 .569* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1347 .525 .717* 
 Religious Father 2, 1358 3.859 .021* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1376 1.330 .265* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1376 2.906 .021* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1350 .556 .695* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1356 .638 .635* 
 Church Influence 4, 1213 .431 .786* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1380 1.101 .333* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1356 .675 .609* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1357 3.371 .009* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1385 1.215 .303* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1380 3.034 .017* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1371 4.167 .002* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1386 .148 .964* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1373 2.002 .092* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1348 .976 .419* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1374 1.376 .240* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1359 2.061 .084* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Country of Residence and Regular Youth Program 
Table 71 shows a linear relationship between Regular Youth Program and 
Belonging for Germany. The results for Austria and Switzerland do not show a 
meaningful pattern. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who could attend once a month if ever and those who had the chance to attend weekly or 
more was 0.402 for Germany (M = 5.127-4.725). Thus, Regular Youth Program had a 
great effect on Belonging for adolescents and young adults who lived in Germany but no 
effect on those who lived in Switzerland and Austria. 
Belonging and Family Economic Status 
Table 72 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Belonging 
with the Control variable Family Economic Status. None of 13 Family variables and one 
of 14 Church variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level.  That was 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts. The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are 
reported in Table 73. 
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Table 72     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Family Economic Status on Belonging 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1306 .532 .587* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1295 1.208 .299* 
 Family Climate 4, 1316 .972 .422* 
 Family Influence 4, 1194 .556 .695* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1312 .063 .939* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1298 1.686 .151* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1287 2.343 .053* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1325 .849 .494* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1300 1.760 .134* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1291 .394 .813* 
 Religious Father 2, 1305 1.815 .163* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1320 4.190 .015* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1320 1.159 .327* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1297 .602 .661* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1300 3.207 .012* 
 Church Influence 4, 1169 .191 .943* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1325 .502 .605* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1302 .817 .514* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1305 2.082 .081* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1329 2.512 .040* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1326 1.215 .302* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1317 .946 .436* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1330 3.334 .010* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1319 1.048 .381* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1295 .370 .830* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1319 .133 .970* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1305 1.657 .158* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Family Economic Status and Responsibilities  
and Personal Gifts 
Table 73 shows a stronger relationship between Responsibilities and Personal 
Gifts and Caring for adolescents and young adults who lived in Academic families than 
for those who lived in Employee or Worker/Craftsman families. The difference in 
Belonging between adolescents and young adults who had responsibilities and those who 
had no responsibilities was 1.599 (M = 5.258-3.699) for Academic, 1.303 (M = 5.264-
3.961) for Employee, and 0.937 (M = 5.295-4.358) for Worker/Craftsman. Thus, 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts had the greatest effect on Belonging for adolescents 
and young adults who lived in Academic families, followed by those who lived in 
Employee or Worker/Craftsman families. 
Belonging and Gender 
Table 74 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Belonging 
with the Control variable Gender. None of 13 Family variables and two of 14 Church 
variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. These were Meaningful Youth 
Program and Youth Ministry. The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are 
reported in Tables 75 and 76. 
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Table 74     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Gender on Belonging 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1343 .882 .348* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1335 .667 .414* 
 Family Climate 2, 1355 .086 .917* 
 Family Influence 2, 1229 .857 .425* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1352 .177 .674* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1336 .058 .943* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1328 .417 .659* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1365 .006 .994* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1338 1.496 .224* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1332 .132 .877* 
 Religious Father 1, 1341 .764 .382* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1359 .260 .610* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1360 4.066 .017* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1336 1.340 .262* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1340 3.426 .033* 
 Church Influence 2, 1199 1.969 .140* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1363 .349 .555* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1341 .151 .860* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1341 4.200 .015* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1369 1.964 .141* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1364 5.868 .003* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1355 1.490 .226* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1370 2.881 .056* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1357 .944 .389* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1332 .062 .940* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1358 .608 .544* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1343 6.552 .001* 
     
*p < .01.  
 
 
  
157 
Gender and Meaningful Youth Program 
Table 75 shows a linear relationship between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Gender on Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults 
who experienced consistently Meaningful Youth Programs and those who  never did was 
1.169 for Males (M = 5.137-3.968) and 1.380 for Females (M = 5.177-3.797). Thus, 
Meaningful Youth Program had a greater effect on Belonging for Females than for 
Males. 
 
Table 75     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Meaningful Youth Program and Gender 
on Belonging 
     
       
 Gender 
         Male          Female 
Meaningful Youth Program N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Never or Rarely 90 3.968 1.519 95 3.797 1.439 
       
   Sometimes 91 4.544 1.007 100 4.969 .694 
       
   Usually or Always 432 5.137 .709 562 5.177 .706 
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Gender and Youth Ministry 
Table 76 shows a linear relationship between Youth Ministry and Gender on 
Belonging. The difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults who felt 
very positively influenced by Youth Ministry activities and those who did not at all was 
0.529 for Males (M = 5.075-4.546) and 1.145 for Females (M = 5.197-4.052). Thus, 
Youth Ministry had a greater effect on Belonging for Females than for Males. 
 
Table 76     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Youth Ministry and Gender  
on Belonging 
     
       
 Gender 
  
         Male          Female 
Youth Ministry N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.00 79 4.546 1.304 63 4.052 1.552 
       
   2.01 – 3.00 270 4.846 .932 268 4.878 .903 
       
   3.01 – 4.00 249 5.075 .833 420 5.197 .711 
       
Note. 1 = Not at all; 2 = Not too much; 3 = Somewhat; 4 = Very much. 
 
Belonging and Parents’ Marital Status 
Table 77 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Belonging 
with the Control variable Parents’ Marital Status. Parents’ Sensitive Communication  and 
Spiritual Life had a significant interaction with Parents’ Marital Status in its relationship 
with Belonging. 
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Table 77     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Parents’ Marital Status on Belonging 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1269 .135 .713* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1258 .110 .740* 
 Family Climate 2, 1276 3.071 .047* 
 Family Influence 2, 1162 .918 .400* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1271 3.246 .072* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1264 1.693 .184* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1251 .223 .800* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1279 5.038 .007* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1265 .094 .910* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1255 3.458 .032* 
 Religious Father 1, 1267 .102 .750* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1280 4.632 .032* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1280 5.612 .004* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1256 .061 .940* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1260 1.164 .313* 
 Church Influence 2, 1130 .431 .650* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1277 .882 .348* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1258 .764 .466* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1263 1.943 .144* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1283 4.530 .011* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1281 1.877 .153* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1274 1.002 .368* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1284 1.350 .259* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1278 .247 .781* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1249 .377 .686* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1276 .097 .908* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1262 .913 .401* 
     
*p < .01.  
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Parents’ Marital Status and Parents’  
Sensitive Communication 
Table 78 shows a linear relationship between Parents’ Sensitive Communication 
and Parents’ Marital Status on Belonging of 0.150 for Separated/Divorced (M = 5.059-
4.909) but no relationship for Married parents. Unwillingness to communicate about 
sensitive topics was much lower with Separated/Divorced parents. Thus, Parents’ 
Sensitive Communication had a great effect on Belonging for adolescents and young 
adults whose parents were Separated/Divorced but no effect on those whose parents were 
Married. 
 
Table 78     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Parents’ Sensitive Communication and 
Parents’ Marital Status on Belonging   
     
       
 Parents’ Marital Status 
  
Parents Sensitive         Married        Separated/Divorced 
Communication N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Unwilling 505 5.059 .881 80 4.468 1.261 
       
   Neither 317 4.941 .970 50 4.731 .916 
       
   Willing 281 4.909 1.008 52 4.884 1.024 
       
 
 
 
 
  
161 
Parents’ Marital Status and Spiritual Life 
Table 79 shows a linear relationship between Spiritual Life and Parents’ Marital 
Status on Belonging of 0.723 for Married (M = 5.128-4.405) but no relationship for 
Separated/Divorced parents. Thus, Spiritual Life had a great effect on Belonging for 
adolescents and young adults whose parents were Married but no effect on those whose 
parents were Separated/Divorced.  
 
Table 79     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Spiritual Life and Parents’ Marital 
Status on Belonging   
     
       
 Parents’ Marital Status 
   
         Married        Separated/Divorced 
Spiritual Life N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 1.66 114 4.405 1.328 44 4.626 1.190 
       
   1.67 – 2.33 208 4.764 1.035 36 4.574 1.171 
       
   2.34 – 3.00 781 5.128 .794 103 4.701 1.070 
       
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Poor” to 3 = “Good.” 
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Belonging and Parents’ Origin 
Table 80 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Belonging 
with the Control variable Parents’ Origin. None of 13 Family variables and three of 14 
Church variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. These were Importance of 
Church Relationships Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, and Youth Ministry. The 
sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Tables 81 to 83. 
Parents’ Origin and Importance of Church  
Relationships 
Table 81 shows that the relationship between Importance of Church Relationships 
and Parents’ Origin was stronger for Mixed than for Natives and Foreigners. The 
difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults who gauged their Church 
Relationships as important and those who did not was 1.636 for Natives (M = 5.220-
3.584), 1.788 for Mixed (M =5.351-3.563), and 1.023 for Foreigners (M = 5.510-4.487). 
Thus, the Importance of Church Relationships had the greatest effect on Belonging for 
adolescents and young adults out of families with a Mixed background, followed by those 
whose parents were Natives and Foreigners.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
163 
Table 80     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Parents’ Origin on Belonging  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1350 .200 .819* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1343 .096 .909* 
 Family Climate 4, 1361 .075 .990* 
 Family Influence 4, 1229 .755 .554* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1356 .049 .952* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1343 1.800 .126* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1335 .275 .894* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1365 .709 .586* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1344 2.117 .077* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1339 .867 .483* 
 Religious Father 2, 1347 1.955 .142* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1365 .907 .404* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1366 2.159 .071* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1336 1.175 .320* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1340 2.176 .070* 
 Church Influence 4, 1199 .070 .991* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1364 .902 .406* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1340 1.661 .157* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1345 .467 .760* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1369 3.698 .005* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1367 3.260 .011* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1359 2.527 .039* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1370 5.027 .001* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1362 2.033 .088* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1332 1.153 .330* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1362 1.268 .281* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1344 4.229 .002* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Parents’ Origin and Responsibilities and  
Personal Gifts 
Table 82 shows that the relationship between Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 
and Parents’ Origin was stronger for Mixed than for Natives and Foreigners. The 
difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults who had responsibilities 
and those who had no responsibilities was 1.360 for Natives (M = 5.222-3.862), 1.514 for 
Mixed (M =5.198-3.684), and 0.796 for Foreigners (M = 5.449-4.652). Thus, 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts had the greatest effect on Belonging for adolescents 
and young adults out of families with a Mixed background, followed by those whose 
parents were Natives and Foreigners.  
Parents’ Origin and Youth Ministry 
Table 83 shows a stronger relationship between Youth Ministry and Parents’ 
Origin for Mixed than for Natives. There was no relationship for Foreigners. The 
difference in Belonging between adolescents and young adults who experienced good 
Youth Ministry and those who did not was 0.996 for Natives (M = 5.087-4.091) and 
1.056 for Mixed (M = 5.020-3.965). Thus, Youth Ministry had the greatest effect on 
Belonging for adolescents and young adults out of families with a Mixed background, 
followed by those whose parents were Natives, but no effect for those whose parents 
were Foreigners. 
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Caring 
Results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Caring are reported separately 
for the seven control variables of the study: Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin. For each 
control variable there are two sets of tables. The first tables give the tests of significance, 
and the second tables give the sample sizes, means, and standard deviations for the 
significant interactions. 
Caring and Age 
Table 84 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the Control variable 
Age. There were no significant interactions at the .01 level found between Age and any 
of the independent variables on Caring, either in the area of Family or in the area of 
Church. 
Caring and Baptismal Status 
Table 85 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Caring with 
the control variable Baptismal Status. None of 13 family variables and one of 14 church 
variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. That was Church Warmth. The 
sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Table 86. 
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Table 84     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Age on Caring  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 3, 1349 1.533 .204* 
 Affectionate Mother 3, 1341 .039 .990* 
 Family Climate 6, 1359 1.617 .139* 
 Family Influence 6, 1233 1.739 .108* 
 Family Religious Background 3, 1356 2.278 .078* 
 Overprotective Father 6, 1340 1.239 .283* 
 Overprotective Mother 6, 1332 1.423 .202* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 6, 1369 .434 .857* 
 Permissive Father 6, 1342 .705 .645* 
 Permissive Mother 6, 1336 .764 .599* 
 Religious Father 3, 1347 .161 .923* 
 Religious Mother 3, 1365 .126 .945* 
 Spiritual Life 6, 1364 1.051 .390* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 6, 1339 .748 .611* 
 Church Attendance 6, 1344 .758 .603* 
 Church Influence 6, 1203 .352 .909* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 3, 1369 .495 .686* 
 Church Warmth 6, 1347 .915 .483* 
 Clear Vision 6, 1346 1.379 .220* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 6, 1373 1.033 .402* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 6, 1368 1.011 .416* 
 Regular Youth Program 6, 1359 .981 .437* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 6, 1374 1.736 .109* 
 Spiritual Needs 6, 1361 .797 .572* 
 Thinking Climate 6, 1337 .616 .718* 
 Worship Experience 6, 1362 1.823 .091* 
 Youth Ministry 6, 1347 .853 .529* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Table 85     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Baptismal Status on Caring  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1351 1.042 .308* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1343 .020 .889* 
 Family Climate 2, 1363 .870 .419* 
 Family Influence 2, 1237 2.581 .076* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1358 2.260 .133* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1344 .245 .783* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1336 1.441 .237* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1373 1.275 .280* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1346 .756 .470* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1340 .484 .617* 
 Religious Father 1, 1349 .057 .811* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1367 .044 .833* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1368 .147 .863* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1343 2.637 .072* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1348 .151 .860* 
 Church Influence 2, 1207 2.406 .091* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1371 .505 .478* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1351 4.733 .009* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1350 .662 .516* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1377 1.947 .143* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1372 4.234 .015* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1363 1.649 .193* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1378 3.706 .025* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1365 1.479 .228* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1341 2.212 .110* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1366 3.236 .040* 
 Youth Ministry 3, 1351 .879 .416* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Baptismal Status and Church Warmth 
Table 86 shows a strong relationship between Church Warmth and Caring for not 
baptized adolescents and young. There was no relationship for Baptized. The difference 
in Caring between not baptized adolescents and young adults who experienced Church 
Warmth in their congregations and those who did not was 0.364 (M = 3.219-2.855). 
Thus, Church Warmth had a great effect on Caring for adolescents and young adults who 
were not baptized, but no effect for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 86     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Church Warmth and Baptismal Status  
on Caring   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Church Warmth N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.50 259 3.211 .774 155 2.855 .765 
       
   2.51 – 3.50 291 3.190 .748 168 3.118 .760 
       
   3.51 – 5.00 291 3.286 .698 193 3.219 .862 
       
Note.1 = Not at all true; 2 = Slightly true; 3 = Somewhat true; 4 = Quite true;  
5 = Very true. 
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Caring and Country of Residence 
Table 87 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Caring with 
the control variable Country of Residence. There were no significant interactions at the 
.01 level found between Country of Residence and any of the independent variables on 
Caring, either in the area of Family or in the area of Church. 
Caring and Family Economic Status 
Table 88 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Caring with 
the control variable Family Economic Status. One of 13 Family variables and one of 14 
Church variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. These were Overprotective 
Mother in the area of Family, and Youth Ministry in the area of Church. The sample 
sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Tables 89 and 90.  
Family Economic Status and Overprotective  
Mother 
Table 89 shows a positive relationship between Overprotective Mother and Caring 
for adolescents and young adults who lived in Employee families and almost the same 
negative relationship for those living in Academic or Worker/Craftsmen families. All 
relationships were linear and relatively small. The difference in Caring between 
adolescents and young adults who had Overprotective Mothers and those who did not 
was 0.185 (M = 3.294-3.109) for Employee, -0.278 (M = 3.035-3.313) for Academic, and 
-0.271 (M = 2.977-3.248) for Worker/Craftsmen. Thus, Overprotective Mother had a 
positive effect on Caring for those who lived in Employee families, but a negative effect 
for those living in Academic or Worker/Craftsmen families. 
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Table 87     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Country of Residence on Caring  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1351 1.794 .167* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1343 .327 .721* 
 Family Climate 4, 1362 2.130 .075* 
 Family Influence 4, 1236 2.533 .039* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1358 .034 .967* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1343 1.485 .204* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1335 .588 .671* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1372 1.965 .097* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1345 1.110 .350* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1339 1.180 .318* 
 Religious Father 2, 1349 2.489 .083* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1367 .204 .816* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1367 1.629 .165* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1342 1.559 .183* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1347 1.166 .324* 
 Church Influence 4, 1206 .598 .664* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1371 1.400 .247* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1350 .319 .866* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1349 1.480 .206* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1376 .870 .481* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1371 .681 .605* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1362 .346 .847* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1377 .814 .516* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1364 1.061 .374* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1340 .714 .582* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1365 1.801 .126* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1350 .223 .926* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Table 88     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Family Economic Status on Caring 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1297 2.015 .134* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1287 .166 .847* 
 Family Climate 4, 1307 .417 .796* 
 Family Influence 4, 1186 .522 .719* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1303 .602 .548* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1289 1.131 .340* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1279 3.358 .010* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1316 .711 .585* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1291 .611 .655* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1283 .618 .650* 
 Religious Father 2, 1296 2.525 .080* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1311 2.429 .089* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1311 .977 .419* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1289 .436 .783* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1291 .450 .773* 
 Church Influence 4, 1162 .657 .622* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1316 1.024 .360* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1296 .170 .954* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1297 1.887 .110* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1320 2.295 .057* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1317 .283 .889* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1308 .836 .502* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1321 3.074 .016* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1340 .252 .908* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1287 .440 .780* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1310 1.558 .183* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1296 3.710 .005* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Family Economic Status and Youth Ministry 
Table 90 shows almost the same strong relationship between Youth Ministry and 
Caring for adolescents and young adults who lived in Employee and Academic families. 
There was no relationship for those living in Worker/Craftsman families. The difference 
in Caring between adolescents and young adults who experienced good Youth Ministry 
and those who did not was 0.585 (M = 3.330-2.745) for those living in Employee families 
and  0.583 (M = 3.325-2.742) for those living in Academic families. Thus, Youth 
Ministry had a great effect on Caring for adolescents and young adults who lived in 
Employee or Academic families, but no effect for those living in Worker/Craftsman 
families. 
Caring and Gender 
Table 91 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Caring with 
the control variable Gender. There were no significant interactions at the .01 level found 
between Gender and any of the independent variables on Caring, either in the area of 
Family or in the area of Church. 
 Caring and Parents’ Marital Status 
Table 92 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Caring with 
the control variable Parents’ Marital Status. There were no significant interactions at the 
.01 level found between Parents’ Marital Status and any of the independent variables on 
Caring, either in the area of Family or in the area of Church. 
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Table 91     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Gender on Caring 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1337 3.033 .082* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1329 .061 .804* 
 Family Climate 2, 1349 3.211 .041* 
 Family Influence 2, 1224 .871 .419* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1346 1.901 .168* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1330 .776 .461* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1322 3.195 .041* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1359 .107 .899* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1332 .952 .386* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1326 .017 .983* 
 Religious Father 1, 1335 1.017 .313* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1353 .824 .364* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1354 .159 .853* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1331 1.085 .338* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1334 2.156 .116* 
 Church Influence 2, 1195 .298 .743* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1357 .028 .867* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1338 1.931 .145* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1336 .321 .725* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1363 .323 .724* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1358 2.538 .079* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1349 1.865 .155* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1364 .180 .835* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1351 .803 .448* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1327 .158 .854* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1352 .784 .457* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1337 .328 .720* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Table 92     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Parents’ Marital Status on Caring 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1261 5.359 .021* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1251 2.065 .151* 
 Family Climate 2, 1268 1.832 .160* 
 Family Influence 2, 1154 .501 .606* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1263 1.256 .263* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1256 .445 .641* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1244 .622 .537* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1271 2.790 .062* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1257 .135 .874* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1248 .000 1.000* 
 Religious Father 1, 1259 6.152 .013* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1272 .991 .320* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1272 .442 .643* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1249 1.521 .219* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1252 .366 .694* 
 Church Influence 2, 1123 .001 .999* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1269 .242 .623* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1253 1.156 .315* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1256 .819 .441* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1275 .360 .697* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1273 3.029 .049* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1266 .469 .626* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1276 .346 .708* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1270 1.131 .323* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1242 1.079 .340* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1268 1.982 .138* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1254 1.673 .188* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Caring and Parents’ Origin 
Table 93 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Caring with 
the control variable Parents’ Origin. None of 13 family variables and one of 14 church 
variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. That was Importance of Church 
Relationships. The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Table 94. 
Parents’ Origin and Importance of Church  
Relationships 
Table 94 shows that the relationship between Importance of Church Relationships 
and Caring was stronger for adolescents and young adults with Mixed parents than for 
youth whose parents were Natives. There was no relationship for those whose parents 
were Foreigners. The difference in Caring between adolescents and young adults who 
gauged their Church Relationships as important and those who did not was 0.885 (M = 
3.385-2.500) for Mixed and 0.291 (M = 3.267-2.976) for Natives. Thus, Importance of 
Church Relationships had a greater effect on Caring for adolescents and young adults 
whose parents were Mixed than for those whose parents were Natives, but had no effect 
on those whose parents were Foreigners. 
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Table 93     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Parents’ Origin on Caring  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1341 .404 .667* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1335 .817 .442* 
 Family Climate 4, 1352 1.386 .237* 
 Family Influence 4, 1221 .713 .583* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1347 .870 .419* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1334 .836 .502* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1327 .832 .505* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1356 .781 .538* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1335 .697 .594* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1331 .712 .584* 
 Religious Father 2, 1338 .063 .939* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1356 .876 .416* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1357 2.254 .061* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1328 .141 .967* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1331 .333 .856* 
 Church Influence 4, 1192 1.123 .344* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1355 .130 .878* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1334 1.488 .203* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1337 .756 .554* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1360 3.769 .005* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1358 2.425 .046* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1350 1.357 .247* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1361 .614 .653* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1353 1.101 .355* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1324 1.700 .148* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1353 .767 .547* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1335 2.296 .057* 
     
*p < .01. 
 
  
182 
  
T
es
ti
n
g
 N
u
ll
 H
yp
o
th
es
is
 2
: 
In
te
ra
ct
io
n
 B
et
w
ee
n
 I
m
p
o
rt
a
n
ce
 o
f 
C
h
u
rc
h
 R
el
a
ti
o
n
sh
ip
s 
a
n
d
 P
a
re
n
ts
’ 
O
ri
g
in
 o
n
 C
a
ri
n
g
 
  
P
ar
en
ts
’ 
O
ri
g
in
 
 
  
  
  
  
 F
o
re
ig
n
er
s 
S
D
   
.7
9
5
  
.7
2
7
  
.7
8
1
 
 
N
o
te
. 
R
es
p
o
n
se
 o
p
ti
o
n
s 
ra
n
g
ed
 f
ro
m
 1
 =
 “
U
n
im
p
o
rt
an
t”
 t
o
 5
 =
 “
Im
p
o
rt
an
t.
” 
    
 
M
   
3
.1
1
0
  
3
.0
4
3
  
3
.2
7
7
 
 
    
 
N
   
3
1
  
1
0
5
  
1
6
7
 
 
    
 
  
  
  
  
M
ix
ed
 
S
D
   
.8
2
5
  
.7
1
0
  
.7
8
3
 
 
    
 
M
   
2
.5
0
0
  
3
.2
5
2
  
3
.3
8
5
 
 
    
 
N
   
2
8
  
4
6
  
6
8
 
 
    
 
  
  
  
 N
at
iv
es
 
S
D
   
.8
4
1
  
.7
6
0
  
.7
4
6
 
 
     
M
   
2
.9
7
6
  
3
.0
5
5
  
3
.2
6
7
 
 
     
N
   
1
2
5
  
3
0
4
  
4
9
5
 
 
T
ab
le
 9
4
  
     Im
p
o
rt
an
ce
 o
f 
C
h
u
rc
h
 
R
el
at
io
n
sh
ip
s 
    
 1
.0
0
 –
 3
.0
0
 
   
 3
.0
1
 –
 4
.0
0
 
   
 4
.0
1
 –
 5
.0
0
 
 
 
  
183 
Doing 
Results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Doing are reported separately 
for the seven control variables of the study: Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin. For each 
control variable there are two sets of tables. The first tables give the tests of significance, 
and the second tables give the sample sizes, means, and standard deviations for the 
significant interactions.   
Doing and Age 
Table 95 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Doing with 
the control variable Age. None of 13 Family variables and one of 14 Church variables 
had a significant interaction at the .01 level. That was Meaningful Youth Program. The 
sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Table 96. 
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Table 95     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Age on Doing  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 3, 1356 .711 .545* 
 Affectionate Mother 3, 1348 .338 .789* 
 Family Climate 6, 1366 .716 .636* 
 Family Influence 6, 1239 1.911 .076* 
 Family Religious Background 3, 1363 .851 .466* 
 Overprotective Father 6, 1347 .865 .520* 
 Overprotective Mother 6, 1339 .684 .663* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 6, 1376 .852 .530* 
 Permissive Father 6, 1349 1.230 .288* 
 Permissive Mother 6, 1343 .265 .953* 
 Religious Father 3, 1354 2.459 .061* 
 Religious Mother 3, 1372 1.109 .344* 
 Spiritual Life 6, 1371 .349 .911* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 6, 1345 2.191 .041* 
 Church Attendance 6, 1351 1.222 .292* 
 Church Influence 6, 1208 .213 .973* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 3, 1376 .580 .628* 
 Church Warmth 6, 1351 2.086 .052* 
 Clear Vision 6, 1352 .908 .488* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 6, 1380 1.526 .166* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 6, 1375 3.317 .003* 
 Regular Youth Program 6, 1366 1.706 .116* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 6, 1381 1.758 .104* 
 Spiritual Needs 6, 1368 .625 .710* 
 Thinking Climate 6, 1343 1.598 .144* 
 Worship Experience 6, 1369 1.848 .087* 
 Youth Ministry 6, 1354 1.071 .378* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Age and Meaningful Youth Program 
Table 96 shows that the relationship between Meaningful Youth Program and Age 
was stronger for 17–19 years old, than for those 20–22 or 14–16 years of age. There was 
no relationship for the Age 23–25. The difference in Doing between adolescents and 
young adults who experienced Meaningful Youth Programs usually or always and those 
who did so never or rarely was 0.680 for 20–22 (M = 3.716-3.036), 0.657 for 17–19 (M = 
3.650-2.9577), and 0.535 for 14–16 (M = 3.486-2.951). Thus, Meaningful Youth 
Program had the greatest effect on Doing for those between 20–22 years of age, followed 
by those 17–19, and those 14–16 years of age, but had no effect for those who were 23–
25. 
Doing and Baptismal Status 
Table 97 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Baptismal Status. None of 13 Family variables and five of 14 Church variables had a 
significant interaction at the .01 level. These were Church Warmth, Importance of 
Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, Spiritual Needs, and Worship 
Experience. The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Tables 98 
to 102. 
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Table 97     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Baptismal Status on Doing  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1358 .106 .745* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1350 .409 .522* 
 Family Climate 2, 1370 .382 .683* 
 Family Influence 2, 1243 1.420 .242* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1365 2.165 .141* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1351 1.414 .244* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1343 2.023 .133* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1380 .282 .755* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1353 2.134 .119* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1347 .076 .926* 
 Religious Father 1, 1356 2.760 .097* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1374 2.873 .090* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1375 4.424 .012* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1349 2.875 .057* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1355 2.480 .084* 
 Church Influence 2, 1212 2.139 .118* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1378 1.333 .248* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1355 6.266 .002* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1356 .331 .719* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1384 5.794 .003* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1379 7.584 .001* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1370 1.101 .333* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1385 .029 .971* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1372 10.243 .000* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1347 3.116 .045* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1373 7.201 .001* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1358 2.938 .053* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Baptismal Status and Church Warmth 
Table 98 shows that the relationship between Church Warmth and Doing was 
stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for those who were 
baptized. The difference in Doing between adolescents and young adults who 
experienced Church Warmth in their congregations and those who did not was 0.183 for 
Baptized (M = 3.858-3.675) and 0.488 for Not Baptized (M = 3.331-2.843). Thus, Church 
Warmth had a greater effect on Doing for adolescents and young adults who were not 
baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 98     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Church Warmth and Baptismal Status  
on Doing 
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Church Warmth N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.50 259 3.675 .772 156 2.843 .762 
       
   2.51 – 3.50 292 3.783 .674 168 3.262 .765 
       
   3.51 – 5.00 292 3.858 .647 194 3.331 .711 
       
Note.1 = Not at all true; 2 = Slightly true; 3 = Somewhat true; 4 = Quite true;  
5 = Very true. 
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Baptismal Status and Importance of Church  
Relationships 
Table 99 shows that the relationship between Importance of Church Relationships 
and Doing was stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for 
those who were baptized. The difference in Believing between adolescents and young 
adults who gauged their Church Relationships as important and those who did not was 
0.490 for Baptized (M = 3.907-3.417) and 0.786 for Not Baptized (M = 3.394-2.608). 
Thus, Importance of Church Relationships had a greater effect on Doing for adolescents 
and young adults who were not baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 99     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Importance of Church Relationships 
and Baptismal Status on Doing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
Importance of Church          Baptized           Not Baptized 
Relationships N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 3.00 73 3.417 .796 116 2.608 .815 
       
   3.01 – 4.00 225 3.550 .707 233 3.164 .719 
       
   4.01 – 5.00 552 3.907 .654 191 3.394 .733 
       
Note. Response options ranged from 1 = “Unimportant” to 5 = “Important.” 
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Baptismal Status and Meaningful Youth  
Program 
Table 100 shows that the relationship between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Doing was stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for those 
who were baptized. The difference in Doing between adolescents and young adults who 
experienced Meaningful Youth Programs usually or always and those who did so only 
never or rarely was 0.205 for Baptized (M = 3.818-3.613) and 0.652 for Not Baptized (M 
= 3.292-2.640). Thus, Meaningful Youth Program had a greater effect on Doing for 
adolescents and young adults who were not baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 100     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Baptismal Status on Doing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Meaningful Youth Program N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Never or Rarely 94 3.613 .699 94 2.640 .886 
       
   Sometimes 98 3.655 .742 95 3.003 .754 
       
   Usually or Always 656 3.818 .689 348 3.292 .727 
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Baptismal Status and Spiritual Needs 
Table 101 shows a strong relationship between Spiritual Needs and Baptismal 
Status for not-baptized adolescents and young adults. There was no relationship for 
Baptized. The difference in Doing between adolescents and young adults who strongly 
agreed that their Spiritual Needs were met in their congregation and those who did not 
was 0.558 for Not Baptized (M = 3.454-2.896). Thus, Spiritual Needs had a great effect 
on Doing for adolescents and young adults who were not baptized but had no effect for 
those who were baptized. 
 
Table 101     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Spiritual Needs and Baptismal Status  
on Doing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
   
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Spiritual Needs N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Disagree 213 3.773 .786 124 2.896 .912 
       
   Neutral 259 3.653 .692 221 2.998 .756 
       
   Agree 374 3.866 .639 187 3.454 .658 
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Baptismal Status and Worship Experience 
Table 102 shows that the relationship between Worship Experience and Doing 
was stronger for not-baptized adolescents and young adults than it was for those who 
were baptized. The difference in Doing between adolescents and young adults who 
always had a good Worship experience and those who never did was 0.518 for Baptized 
(M = 4.013-3.495) and 0.961 for Not Baptized (M = 3.625-2.664). Thus, Worship 
Experience had a greater effect on Doing for adolescents and young adults who were not 
baptized than for those who were baptized. 
 
Table 102     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Worship Experience and Baptismal 
Status on Doing   
     
       
 Baptismal Status 
  
         Baptized          Not Baptized 
Worship Experience N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.50 157 3.495 .827 142 2.664 .821 
       
   2.51 – 3.50 471 3.761 .661 307 3.208 .708 
       
   3.51 – 5.00 218 4.013 .595 84 3.625 .655 
       
Note. 1 = Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Usually; 5 = Always. 
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Doing and Country of Residence 
Table 103 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Doing with 
the control variable Country of Residence. None of 13 Family variables and one of 14 
Church variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. That was Regular Youth 
Program. The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are reported in Table 104. 
Country of Residence and Regular Youth  
Program 
Table 104 shows that the relationship between Regular Youth Program and Doing 
differs in Austria, Germany, and Switzerland but the differences are not meaningful. 
Doing and Family Economic Status 
Table 105 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Family Economic Status. There were no significant interactions at the .01 level found 
between Family Economic Status and any of the independent variables on Doing, either 
in the area of Family or in the area of Church.  
Doing and Gender 
Table 106 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Doing with 
the control variable of Gender. None of 13 Family variables and one of 14 Church 
variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. Youth Ministry was the only one of 
the 27 independent variables that had a significant interaction with Gender in its 
relationship with Doing. 
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Table 103     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Country of Residence on Doing  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1358  1.967 .140* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1350 2.946 .053* 
 Family Climate 4, 1369 1.794 .127* 
 Family Influence 4, 1242 1.237 .293* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1365 1.231 .292* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1350 .891 .469* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1342 2.182 .069* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1379 2.063 .083* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1352 .651 .626* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1346 .533 .712* 
 Religious Father 2, 1356 .432 .649* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1374 .207 .813* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1374 1.466 .210* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1348 .802 .524* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1354 .104 .981* 
 Church Influence 4, 1211 .396 .812* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1378 .401 .670* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1354 1.097 .356* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1355 3.005 .018* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1383 .408 .803* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1378 .751 .557* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1369 3.876 .004* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1384 .943 .438* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1371 1.020 .395* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1346 .619 .649* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1372 2.139 .074* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1357 1.739 .139* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Table 105     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Family Economic Status on Doing 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1304 1.590 .204* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1294 2.047 .130* 
 Family Climate 4, 1314 .860 .488* 
 Family Influence 4, 1192 .064 .993* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1310 .164 .849* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1296 1.928 .103* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1286 1.278 .277* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1323 2.100 .079* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1298 .479 .751* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1290 .622 .647* 
 Religious Father 2, 1303 .229 .795* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1318 1.383 .251* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1318 .490 .743* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1295 1.125 .343* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1298 .423 .792* 
 Church Influence 4, 1167 1.133 .339* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1323 2.199 .111* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1300 .951 .433* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1303 .684 .603* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1327 1.614 .168* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1324 .406 .804* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1315 .990 .412* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1328 1.294 .270* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1317 .726 .575* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1293 .910 .457* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1317 2.665 .031* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1303 1.809 .125* 
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Table 106     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Gender on Doing 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1343 .008 .928* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1353 .039 .843* 
 Family Climate 2, 1355 2.998 .050* 
 Family Influence 2, 1229 .517 .597* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1352 .169 .681* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1336 2.424 .089* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1328 .284 .753* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1365 .345 .708* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1338 3.357 .024* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1332 .350 .705* 
 Religious Father 1, 1341 .053 .818* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1359 .059 .808* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1360 .711 .491* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1336 2.763 .063* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1340 .430 .651* 
 Church Influence 2, 1199 1.078 .341* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1363 1.589 .208* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1341 .172 .842* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1341 1.831 .161* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1369 3.108 .045* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1364 3.400 .034* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1355 .024 .976* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1370 .713 .490* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1357 .219 .804* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1332 .802 .448* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1358 1.254 .286* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1343 5.624 .004* 
     
*p < .01.  
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Gender and Youth Ministry 
Table 107 shows that the relationship between Youth Ministry and Doing was 
stronger for Female than for Male respondents. The difference in Doing between 
adolescents and young adults who experienced good Youth Ministry and those who did 
not was 0.711 for Female (M = 3.752-3.041) and 0.232 for Male (M = 3.582-3.350). 
Thus, Youth Ministry had a greater effect on Doing for Females than for Males. 
 
Table 107     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Youth Ministry and Gender on Doing   
     
       
 Gender 
  
         Male          Female 
Youth Ministry N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   1.00 – 2.00 79 3.350 .922 63 3.041 .959 
       
   2.01 – 3.00 270 3.413 .810 268 3.448 .751 
       
   3.01 – 4.00 249 3.582 .768 420 3.752 .702 
       
Note. 1 = Not at all; 2 = Not too much; 3 = Somewhat; 4 = Very much. 
 
Doing and Parents’ Marital Status 
Table 108 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 in the area of Doing with 
the control variable Parents’ Marital Status. None of 13 Family variables and one of 14 
Church variables had a significant interaction at the .01 level. The sample sizes, means, 
and standard deviations are reported in Table 109. 
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Table 108     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables  
With Parents’ Marital Status on Doing 
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 1, 1267 .319 .572* 
 Affectionate Mother 1, 1257 3.953 .047* 
 Family Climate 2, 1274 1.940 .144* 
 Family Influence 2, 1160 .714 .490* 
 Family Religious Background 1, 1269 2.651 .104* 
 Overprotective Father 2, 1262 .632 .532* 
 Overprotective Mother 2, 1250 2.897 .056* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 2, 1277 .396 .673* 
 Permissive Father 2, 1263 2.030 .132* 
 Permissive Mother 2, 1254 3.942 .020* 
 Religious Father 1, 1265 .099 .753* 
 Religious Mother 1, 1278 .263 .608* 
 Spiritual Life 2, 1278 1.278 .279* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 2, 1254 .486 .615* 
 Church Attendance 2, 1258 .936 .393* 
 Church Influence 2, 1128 1.026 .359* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 1, 1275 .002 .963* 
 Church Warmth 2, 1256 .195 .823* 
 Clear Vision 2, 1261 1.271 .281* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 2, 1281 .847 .429* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 2, 1279 5.619 .004* 
 Regular Youth Program 2, 1272 3.753 .024* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 2, 1282 .605 .546* 
 Spiritual Needs 2, 1276 1.914 .148* 
 Thinking Climate 2, 1247 1.582 .206* 
 Worship Experience 2, 1274 4.464 .012* 
 Youth Ministry 2, 1260 1.707 .182* 
     
*p < .01.  
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Parents’ Marital Status and Meaningful Youth  
Program 
Table 109 shows a strong relationship between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Parents’ Marital Status for adolescents and young adults whose parents were Married. 
There was no relationship for those whose parents were Separated/Divorced. The 
difference in Believing between adolescents and young adults who experienced 
Meaningful Youth Programs usually or always and those who did so only never or rarely 
was 0.615 for Married (M = 3.662-3.047). Thus, Meaningful Youth Program had a great 
effect on Doing for adolescents and young adults whose parents were Married but had no 
effect for those whose parents were Separated/Divorced. 
 
Table 109     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interaction Between Meaningful Youth Program and 
Parents’ Marital Status on Doing   
     
       
 Parents’ Marital Status 
  
         Married        Separated/Divorced 
Meaningful Youth Program N M SD N M SD 
       
       
   Never or Rarely 140 3.074 .918 32 3.541 .908 
       
   Sometimes 152 3.398 .787 26 3.337 .702 
       
   Usually or Always 812 3.662 .736 123 3.567 .800 
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Doing and Parents’ Origin 
Table 110 shows the results of testing Null Hypothesis 2 with the control variable 
Parents’ Origin. There was no significant interaction at the .01 level found between 
Parents’ Origin and any of the independent variables on Doing, either in the area of 
Family or in the area of Church.  
Summary 
The relationship between Family variables and Faith Development was different 
for adolescents and young adults of different Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, and Parents’ Marital Status. The relationships were not 
different for adolescents and young adults of different Age, Gender, and Parents’ Origin. 
Family variables with significant interactions were Affectionate Father, Overprotective 
Mother, Parents’ Sensitive Communication, Religious Father, and Spiritual Life. Family 
variables with no significant interactions at the .01 level were Affectionate Mother, 
Family Climate, Family Influence, Overprotective Father, Overprotective Mother, 
Permissive Father, Permissive Mother, Religious Background, and Religious Mother. All 
significant interactions in the area of Family are shown in Appendix C. 
The relationship between Church variables and Faith Development differed for 
adolescents and young adults of different Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin. Church 
variables with significant interactions were Church Activities, Church Warmth, Clear 
Vision, Importance of Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Thinking Climate, Worship Experience, Regular  
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Table 110     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 2: Interactions of Independent Variables With Parents’ Origin 
on Doing  
     
     
Area Variable / Item df F p 
     
     
Family Affectionate Father 2, 1348 .646 .524* 
 Affectionate Mother 2, 1342 .321 .725* 
 Family Climate 4, 1359 .496 .738* 
 Family Influence 4, 1227 .786 .534* 
 Family Religious Background 2, 1354 1.446 .236* 
 Overprotective Father 4, 1341 1.139 .337* 
 Overprotective Mother 4, 1334 1.239 .293* 
 Parents’ Sensitive Communication 4, 1363 .121 .975* 
 Permissive Father 4, 1342 .997 .408* 
 Permissive Mother 4, 1338 .190 .944* 
 Religious Father 2, 1345 .210 .811* 
 Religious Mother 2, 1363 .051 .951* 
 Spiritual Life 4, 1364 1.616 .168* 
     
     
Church Church Activities 4, 1334 1.233 .295* 
 Church Attendance 4, 1338 1.470 .209* 
 Church Influence 4, 1197 .220 .928* 
 Church Sensitive Communication 2, 1362 .239 .788* 
 Church Warmth 4, 1338 2.550 .038* 
 Clear Vision 4, 1343 .624 .646* 
 Importance of Church Relationships 4, 1367 1.292 .271* 
 Meaningful Youth Program 4, 1365 2.971 .019* 
 Regular Youth Program 4, 1357 2.406 .048* 
 Responsibilities and Personal Gifts 4, 1368 1.085 .362* 
 Spiritual Needs 4, 1360 1.450 .215* 
 Thinking Climate 4, 1330 .817 .514* 
 Worship Experience 4, 1360 1.516 .195* 
 Youth Ministry 4, 1342 1.317 .262* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Youth Program, Spiritual Needs, and Youth Ministry. Church variables with no 
significant interactions at the .01 level were Church Attendance, Church Influence, and 
Church Sensitive Communication. All significant interactions in the area of Family are 
shown in Appendix C. 
Testing Null Hypothesis 3 
Null Hypothesis 3 stated that there is no relationship between Faith Development 
and a combination of all Family variables and a combination of all Church variables. To 
test this null hypothesis, a series of regression analyses was computed. There were four 
dependent variables, and 27 independent variables, 13 in the area of Family, and 14 in the 
area of Church. Significance was tested at the .01 level. 
In a few situations when all Family variables or all Church variables were 
considered together, one or more significant variables showed a negative relationship. 
These negative relationships differed from the positive relationships shown in testing 
Null Hypothesis 1 were these variables were tested individually. These variables are 
indicated as a case of suppression in the texts and in the tables by two asterisks. 
Table 111 shows the relationships between combinations of all Family and all 
Church variables and Faith Development. While all of the R
2 
values for the Family 
variables were below 10%, the R
2 
values for the Church variables varied widely with the 
Church variables having a strong relationship with Belonging. The Family variables 
explained between 3.5% and 9.4% of the variance in the Faith Development variables. 
The Church variables explained between 9.6% and 50.3% of the variance in Faith 
Development. All relationships were significant. 
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Table 111     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Relationship Between Combinations of Family and Church 
Variables and Faith Development 
     
     
Combinations of Variables R
2
 df F p 
     
     
Believing     
     
   Family Variables .076 13, 1381 8.777 .000* 
   Church Variables .199 14, 1380 24.463 .000* 
     
     
Belonging     
     
   Family Variables .094 13, 1381 11.027 .000* 
   Church Variables .503 14, 1380 99.571 .000* 
     
     
Caring     
     
   Family Variables .035 13, 1381 3.815 .000* 
   Church Variables .096 14, 1380 10.488 .000* 
     
     
Doing     
     
   Family Variables .074 13, 1381 8.492 .000* 
   Church Variables .283 14, 1380 38.897 .000* 
     
*p < .01. 
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Believing and Family Variables 
 Table 112 shows the relationship between each Family variable and Believing 
when they are all considered together. The overall R
2
 for this model was .076, F (13, 
1381) = 8.777, p = < .001. When considered together, three of 13 Family variables were 
significant at the .01 level. These were Affectionate Mother, Family Climate, and 
Spiritual Life.  The significant part correlations ranged between .070 and .124, indicating 
that between 0.5% and 1.5% of the variance in Believing was uniquely explained by 
these variables when all variables are considered together. Part correlations are squared to 
get the percentages of variance (.070 squared equals 0.5% and .124 squared equals 1.5%).  
 
Table 112     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Family and Believing 
     
     
Family Variables B β t p part r 
      
      
   Affectionate Father .010 .007 .208 .835* .005 
   Affectionate Mother .162 .095 2.775 .006* .072 
   Family Climate .097 .036 2.723 .007* .070 
   Family Influence -.036 -.030 -1.057 .291* -.027 
   Family Religious Background -.149 -.045 -1.436 .151* -.037 
   Overprotective Father -.073 -.051 -1.547 .122* -.040 
   Overprotective Mother .002 .002 .045 .964* .001 
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.003 -.004 -.132 .895* -.003 
   Permissive Father -.002 -.002 -.045 .964* -.001 
   Permissive Mother -.027 -.018 -.496 .620* -.013 
   Religious Father -.007 -.008 -.233 .816* -.006 
   Religious Mother .016 .015 .493 .622* .013 
   Spiritual Life .277 .164 4.788 .000* .124 
      
*p < .01. df = 1, 1381. 
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Believing and Church Variables 
 Table 113 shows the relationship between each Church variable and Believing 
when they are all considered together. The overall R
2
 for this model was .199, F (14, 
1380) = 24.463, p = < .001. When considered together, six of 14 Church variables were 
significant at the .01 level. Church Activities, Church Warmth**, Importance of Church 
Relationships, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Worship Experience, and Youth 
Ministry. The significant part correlations ranged between -.062 and .181, indicating that 
between 0.4% and 3.3% of the variance in Believing was uniquely explained by these 
variables when considered together.  
 
Table 113     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Church and Believing  
     
     
Church Variables b β t p part r 
      
      
   Church Activities .142 .110 3.886 .000* .094** 
   Church Attendance -.019 -.029 -1.199 .231* -.029** 
   Church Influence -.004 -.003 -.119 .906* -.003** 
   Church Sensitive Communication .022 .026 1.041 .298* .025**   
   Church Warmth -.095 -.096 -2.579 .010* -.062** 
   Clear Vision .023 .033 1.313 .189* .032** 
   Importance of Church Relationships .175 .160 5.610 .000* .135** 
   Meaningful Youth Program .003 .003 .105 .916* .003** 
   Regular Youth Program .002 .002 .092 .927* .002** 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .132 .121 4.239 .000* .102** 
   Spiritual Needs -.038 -.041 -1.222 .222* -.029** 
   Thinking Climate .030 .029 .786 .432* .019** 
   Worship Experience .346 .248 7.499 .000* .181** 
   Youth Ministry .109 .075 2.671 .008* .064** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppression. df = 1, 1395. 
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Belonging and Family Variables 
Table 114 shows the relationship between each Family variable and Belonging 
when they are all considered together. The overall R
2
 for this model was .094, F (13, 
1381) = 11.027, p = < .001.When considered together, five of 13 Family variables were 
significant at the .01 level. These were Affectionate Mother, Family Influence**, 
Permissive Mother**, Religious Father, and Spiritual Life.  The significant part 
correlations ranged between .074 and .160, indicating that between 0.5% and 2.6% of the 
variance in Belonging was uniquely explained by these variables when considered 
together.  
 
Table 114     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Family and Belonging 
     
     
Family Variables B β t p part r 
      
      
   Affectionate Father -.073 -.051 -1.451 .147* -.037** 
   Affectionate Mother .177 .098 2.887 .004* .074** 
   Family Climate -.001 -.001 -.020 .984* -.001** 
   Family Influence -.106 -.085 -2.998 .003* -.077** 
   Family Religious Background .142 .041 1.311 .190* .034** 
   Overprotective Father -.079 -.053 -1.611 .107* -.041** 
   Overprotective Mother -.049 -.033 -.978 .328* -.025** 
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication .018 .024 .894 .371* .023** 
   Permissive Father .029 .018 .530 .596* .014** 
   Permissive Mother -.171 -.107 -3.030 .002* -.078** 
   Religious Father .099 .115 3.299 .001* .084** 
   Religious Mother -.023 -.021 -.680 .497* -.017** 
   Spiritual Life .379 .213 6.256 .000* .160** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppression. df = 1, 1381. 
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Belonging and Church Variables 
Table 115 shows the relationship between each Church variable and Belonging 
when they are all considered together. The overall R
2
 for this model was .503, F (14, 
1380) = 99.571, p = < .001. When considered together, five of 14 Church variables were 
significant at the .01 level. These were Church Activities, Importance of Church 
Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, and 
Worship Experience. The significant part correlations ranged between .082 and .306, 
indicating that between 0.7% and 9.4% of the variance in Belonging was uniquely 
explained by these variables when considered together.  
 
Table 115     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Church and Belonging  
     
     
Church Variables b β t p part r 
      
      
   Church Activities .133 .097 4.344 .000* .082 
   Church Attendance .009 .013 .655 .512* .012 
   Church Influence -.066 -.049 -2.433 .015* -.046 
   Church Sensitive Communication .032 .036 1.807 .071* .034 
   Church Warmth -.032 -.031 -1.037 .300* -.200 
   Clear Vision .011 .015 .776 .439* .015 
   Importance of Church Relationships .418 .363 16.119 .000* .306 
   Meaningful Youth Program .125 .148 6.312 .000* .120 
   Regular Youth Program .032 .038 1.863 .063* .035 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .251 .217 9.690 .000* .184 
   Spiritual Needs .066 .066 2.509 .012* .048 
   Thinking Climate -.016 -.015 -.501 .617* -.010 
   Worship Experience .252 .171 6.554 .000* .124 
   Youth Ministry -.004 -.003 -.131 .896* -.002 
      
*p < .01. df = 1, 1395. 
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Caring and Family Variables 
Table 116 shows the relationship between each Family variable and Caring when 
they are all considered together. The overall R
2
 for this model was .035, F (13, 1381) = 
3.815, p = < .001. When considered together, one of 13 Family variables was significant 
at the .01 level. This was Spiritual Life. The significant part correlation was .131, 
indicating that 1.7% of the variance in Caring was uniquely explained by this variable.  
 
Table 116     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Family and Caring 
     
     
Family Variables B β t p part r 
      
      
   Affectionate Father .033 .029 .797 .426* -.021 
   Affectionate Mother -.007 -.005 -.143 .887* -.004 
   Family Climate .013 .015 .430 .667* .011 
   Family Influence .003 .003 .116 .908* .003 
   Family Religious Background -.124 -.045 -1.407 .160* -.037 
   Overprotective Father .033 .028 .832 .405* .022 
   Overprotective Mother -.016 -.014 -.390 .697* -.010 
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication .000 .000 .001 .999* .000 
   Permissive Father .006 .005 .132 .895* .003 
   Permissive Mother -.030 -.024 -.662 .508* -.018 
   Religious Father -.055 -.081 -2.254 .024* -.060 
   Religious Mother .046 .053 1.653 .099* .044 
   Spiritual Life .245 .174 4.965 .000* .131 
      
*p < .01. df = 1, 1381. 
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Caring and Church Variables 
Table 117 shows the relationship between each Church variable and Caring when 
they are all considered together. The overall R
2
 for this model was .096, F (14, 1380) = 
10.488, p = < .001. When considered together, five of 14 Church variables were 
significant at the .01 level. These were Church Activities, Responsibilities and Personal 
Gifts, Spiritual Needs**, Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry. The significant part 
correlations ranged between -.084 and .094, indicating that between 0.7% and 0.9% of 
the variance in Caring was uniquely explained by these variables when considered 
together.  
 
Table 117     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Church and Caring  
     
     
Church Variables b β t p part r 
      
      
   Church Activities .111 .102 3.415 .001* .087** 
   Church Attendance .014 .026 1.003 .316* .026** 
   Church Influence .037 .034 1.264 .207* .032** 
   Church Sensitive Communication .022 .031 1.168 .243* .030** 
   Church Warmth -.012 -.014 -.355 .722* -.009** 
   Clear Vision -.011 -.019 -.718 .473* -.018** 
   Importance of Church Relationships .063 .070 2.294 .022* .059** 
   Meaningful Youth Program -.005 -.007 -.237 .813* -.006** 
   Regular Youth Program .000 .000 .018 .986* .000** 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .101 .111 3.672 .000* .094** 
   Spiritual Needs -.091 -.115 -3.266 .001* -.084** 
   Thinking Climate .048 .055 1.390 .165* .036** 
   Worship Experience .143 .122 3.488 .001* .089** 
   Youth Ministry .118 .097 3.260 .001* .083** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppression. df = 1, 1395.   
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Doing and Family Variables 
Table 118 shows the relationship between each Family variable and Doing when 
they are all considered together. The overall R
2
 for this model was .074, F (13, 1381) = 
8.492, p = < .001. When considered together, two of 13 Family variables were significant 
at the .01 level. These were Family Religious Background** and Spiritual Life. The 
significant part correlations ranged between -.077 and .148, indicating that between 0.6% 
and 2.2% of the variance in Doing was uniquely explained by these variables when 
considered together.  
 
Table 118     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Family and Doing 
     
     
Family Variables B β t p part r 
      
      
   Affectionate Father -.086 -.073 -2.071 .039* -.054** 
   Affectionate Mother 0.69 .047 1.370 .171* .035** 
   Family Climate .028 .032 .916 .360* .024** 
   Family Influence -.065 -.063 -2.205 .028* -.057** 
   Family Religious Background -.266 -.093 -2.955 .003* -.077** 
   Overprotective Father -.063 -.051 -1.543 .123* -.040** 
   Overprotective Mother -.031 -.026 -.747 .455* -.019** 
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.013 -.020 -.739 .460* -.019** 
   Permissive Father .028 .021 .602 .548* .016** 
   Permissive Mother .021 .016 .439 .661* .011** 
   Religious Father .022 .031 .877 .381* .023** 
   Religious Mother .069 .075 2.406 .016* .062** 
   Spiritual Life .286 .196 5.702 .000* .148** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppresion. df = 1, 1381. 
 
  
212 
Doing and Church Variables 
Table 119 shows the relationship between each Church variable and Doing when 
they are all considered together. The overall R
2
 for this model was .283, F (14, 1380)  
= 38.897, p = < .001. When considered together, eight of 14 Church variables were 
significant at the .01 level. These were Church Activities, Church Attendance**, Church 
Warmth**, Importance of Church Relationships, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, 
Spiritual Needs**, Thinking Climate, and Worship Experience. The significant part 
correlations ranged between -.071 and .182, indicating that between 0.5% and 3.3% of 
the variance in Doing was uniquely explained by these variables.  
 
Table 119     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Church and Doing  
     
     
Church Variables b β t p part r 
      
      
   Church Activities .134 .119 4.450 .000* .101** 
   Church Attendance -.041 -.072 -3.100 .002* -.071** 
   Church Influence .006 .005 .222 .824* .005** 
   Church Sensitive Communication .008 .011 .457 .648* .010** 
   Church Warmth -.116 -.135 -3.827 .000* -.087** 
   Clear Vision -.011 -.018 -.740 .459* -.017** 
   Importance of Church Relationships .242 .256 9.473 .000* .216** 
   Meaningful Youth Program .028 .041 1.449 .148* .033** 
   Regular Youth Program .006 .009 .375 .708* .009** 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .175 .185 6.858 .000* .156** 
   Spiritual Needs -.108 -.132 -4.211 .000* -.096** 
   Thinking Climate .095 .106 3.000 .003* .068** 
   Worship Experience .303 .250 8.000 .000* .182** 
   Youth Ministry -.004 -.003 -.118 .906* -.003** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppression. df = 1, 1395. 
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Summary 
Results of testing Null Hypothesis 3 were shown in Tables 111–119. The 
relationships between Faith Development and the Church variables were higher than the 
relationships between Faith Development and the Family variables. All relationships 
between the Church and the Family variables were significant. Tables 120 and 121 show 
which variables had unique relationships with each of the four Faith Development 
variables. When all variables are considered together, seven of 13 Family variables, and 
10 of 14 Church variables had significant unique relationships at the .01 level with at 
least one of the Faith Development variables.  
 
Table 120     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 3: Combined Overview of the Significant Family Variables 
With Faith Development 
     
     
Family Variables Believing Belonging Caring Doing 
     
     
   Affectionate Father     
   Affectionate Mother * *   
   Family Climate *    
   Family Influence  **   
   Family Religious Background    ** 
   Overprotective Father     
   Overprotective Mother     
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication     
   Permissive Father     
   Permissive Mother  **   
   Religious Father  *   
   Religious Mother     
   Spiritual Life * * * * 
     
*p < .01. ** Suppression. 
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Table 121     
     
Testing of Hypothesis 3: Combined Overview of the Significant Church Variables  
With Faith Development 
     
     
Church Variables Believing Belonging Caring Doing 
     
     
   Church Activities * * * * 
   Church Attendance    ** 
   Church Influence     
   Church Sensitive Communication     
   Church Warmth **   ** 
   Clear Vision     
   Importance of Church Relationships * *  * 
   Meaningful Youth Program  *   
   Regular Youth Program     
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts * * * * 
   Spiritual Needs   ** ** 
   Thinking Climate    * 
   Worship Experience * * * * 
   Youth Ministry  *  *  
     
*p < .01. ** Suppression. 
 
Significant variables in the area of Family were Affectionate Mother, Family 
Climate, Family Influence**, Family Religious Background**, Permissive Mother**, 
Religious Father, and Spiritual Life. In the area of Family only Spiritual Life had a 
unique relationship with all four Faith Development variables.   
Significant variables in the area of Church were Church Activities, Church 
Attendance**, Church Warmth**, Importance of Church Relationships, Meaningful 
Youth Program, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual Needs**, Thinking 
Climate, Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry. There were three variables in the area 
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of Church that had a unique relationship with all four Faith Development variables: 
Church Activities, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, and Worship Experience.  
The combination of Family variables explained between 3.5% and 9.4% of the 
variance of the Faith Development variables, whereas the combination of Church 
variables explained between 9.6% and 50.3% of the variance in Faith Development. All 
but one of the Individual variables uniquely explained between 0.4 and 3.4% of the 
variance in one of the Faith Development variables.  Importance of Church Relationships 
uniquely explained 9.4% of the variance in Belonging. 
Testing Null Hypothesis 4 
Null Hypothesis 4 stated that the relationship between Faith Development and the 
combination of all Family variables and the combination of all Church variables does not 
vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, 
Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin.  
To test this null hypothesis a series of multiple regression analyses were 
computed. There were four dependent variables, seven control variables, and 27 
independent variables, 13 in the area of Family, and 14 in the area of Church. 
Relationships between the aspects of Faith Development and the combination of all 
Family variables and the combination of all Church variables were considered to be 
different within the subgroups if their R
2
 values were different by at least .05 and if the 
largest R
2
 value was significant. Significance was tested at the .01 level. Results are 
shown in Tables 122 and Table 123. 
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Family Variables 
Table 122 shows the relationships between Faith Development and the 
combination of all Family variables with subgroups of Age, Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin. 
Age 
Age was divided into four subgroups: 14–16, 17–19, 20–22, and 23–25. Ten of 16 
R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 3.1% and 22.5%. 
Family variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing and Belonging for ages 
14–16. The relationship between Family variables and Caring was stronger for ages 20–
22. The R
2
 values for Doing were very similar for each age.  
Baptismal Status 
Baptismal Status had two subgroups: Baptized and Non-baptized. Seven of eight 
R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 3.9% and 18.3%. 
Family variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing, Belonging, and Doing 
for Non-baptized. Caring had about the same R
2
 values for Baptized and Non-baptized. 
Country of Residence  
Country of Residence had three subgroups: Austria, Germany, and Switzerland. 
Eight of 12 R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 3.0% 
and 31.3%. Family variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing,  
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Table 122     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 4: Relationship Between a Combination of All Family Variables 
and Faith Development  
     
     
  R
2
 
  Believing Belonging Caring Doing 
      
      
Age      
   14-16  .131* .225* .031* .129* 
   17-19  .110* .115* .045* .101* 
   20-22  .073* .105* .090* .098* 
   23-25  .088* .077* .076* .120* 
      
Baptismal Status      
   Baptized  .049* .049* .048* .050* 
   Non-baptized  .131* .183* .039* .120* 
      
Country of Residence      
   Austria  .123* .186* .197* .190* 
   Germany  .068* .084* .030* .063* 
   Switzerland  .227* .313* .085* .232* 
      
Family Economic Status      
   Academic  .128* .106* .059* .157* 
   Employee  .099* .136* .052* .083* 
   Worker/Craftsman  .127* .095* .088* .105* 
      
Gender      
   Male  .084* .106* .046* .106* 
   Female  .084* .100* .040* .077* 
      
Parents’ Marital Status      
   Married  .092* .098* .036* .072* 
   Separated/Divorced  .080* .134* .075* .117* 
      
Parents’ Origin      
   Natives  .091* .108* .035* .099* 
   Mixed  .194* .182* .128* .174* 
   Foreigners  .091* .100* .056* .072* 
      
*p < .01. 
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Belonging, Caring, and Doing for Switzerland and Austria than for Germany. Austria had 
a higher correlation with Caring than did Switzerland. 
Family Economic Status 
Family Economic Status had three subgroups: Academic, Employee, and 
Worker/Craftsman. Ten of 12 R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged 
between 5.2% and 32.5%. Family variables showed a stronger relationship with Doing 
for Academic. The R
2
 values for Believing, Belonging, and Caring were very similar.  
Gender 
Gender had two subgroups: Male and Female. All R
2
 values were significant at 
the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 4.0% and 10.6%. Family variables showed very 
similar R
2
 values with Believing, Belonging, Caring and Doing for Male and Female. 
Parents’ Marital Status 
Parents’ Marital Status had two subgroups: Married and Separated/Divorced. Four 
of eight R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 3.6% and 
13.4%. Family variables showed very similar R
2
 values with Believing, Belonging, 
Caring, and Doing for Married and Separated/Divorced. 
Parents’ Origin 
Parents’ Origin had three subgroups: Natives, Mixed, and Foreigners. Seven of 12 
R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 3.5% and 19.4%. 
Family variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing, Belonging, Caring, and 
Doing for Mixed, but only the R
2
 value for Believing was significant. 
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Church Variables 
Table 123 shows the relationships between Faith Development and the 
combination of all Church variables with subgroups of Age, Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ 
Origin. 
Age 
Age was divided into four subgroups: 14–16, 17–19, 20–22, and 23–25. Fifteen of 
16 R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 7.9% and 62.3%. 
Church variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing, Caring, and Doing for 
20–22 and the highest correlation with Belonging for 17–19. 
Baptismal Status 
Baptismal Status had two subgroups Baptized and Non-Baptized. All R
2
 values 
were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 7.6% and 57.3%. Church 
variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing, Belonging, Caring, and Doing 
for Non-baptized than for Baptized.  
Country of Residence  
Country of Residence had three subgroups: Austria, Germany, and Switzerland. Ten of 
12 R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 10.8% and 
57.9%. Church variables showed a stronger relationship with Belonging and Doing for 
Switzerland and a stronger relationship with Believing for Austria. 
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Table 123     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 4: Relationship Between a Combination of All Church 
Variables and Faith Development 
     
     
  R
2
 
  Believing Belonging Caring Doing 
      
      
Age      
   14-16  .219* .424* .126* .250* 
   17-19  .222* .623* .100* .311* 
   20-22  .266* .490* .162* .352* 
   23-25  .154* .494* .079* .266* 
      
Baptismal Status      
   Baptized  .095* .335* .076* .178* 
   Non-baptized  .252* .573* .126* .283* 
      
Country of Residence      
   Austria  .304* .501* .149* .329* 
   Germany  .199* .497* .108* .277* 
   Switzerland  .247* .579* .141* .381* 
      
Family Economic Status      
   Academic  .236* .596* .135* .353* 
   Employee  .250* .531* .154* .331* 
   Worker/Craftsman  .193* .451* .064* .254* 
      
Gender      
   Male  .198* .506* .108* .276* 
   Female  .204* .508* .094* .302* 
      
Parents’ Marital Status      
   Married  .192* .496* .093* .284* 
   Separated/Divorced  .248* .488* .117* .311* 
      
Parents’ Origin      
   Natives  .194* .511* .092* .292* 
   Mixed  .356* .662* .256* .367* 
   Foreigners  .198* .421* .109* .280* 
      
*p < .01. 
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Family Economic Status 
Family Economic Status had three subgroups: Academic, Employee, and 
Worker/Craftsman. Eleven of 12 R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values 
ranged between 6.4% and 59.6%. Church variables showed a stronger relationship with 
Belonging and Doing for Academic. Employees had the highest correlations with 
Believing and Caring. 
Gender 
Gender had two subgroups: Male and Female. All R
2
 values were significant at 
the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 9.4% and 50.8%. Church variables showed very 
similar R
2
 values with Believing, Belonging, and Caring for Male and Female.  
Parents’ Marital Status 
Parents’ Marital Status had two subgroups: Married and Separated/Divorced. 
Seven of eight R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 9.3% 
and 49.6%. Church variables showed very similar R
2
 values with Believing, Belonging, 
Caring, and Doing for Married and Separated/Divorced. 
Parents’ Origin 
Parents’ Origin had three subgroups: Natives, Mixed, and Foreigners. All R2 
values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 9.2% and 66.2%. 
Church variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing, Belonging, Caring, and 
Doing for Mixed. Natives and Foreigners had very similar R
2
 values with Believing, 
Caring, and Doing. 
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Summary 
The relationship between Faith Development and the combination of all Family 
variables varied for adolescents and young adults of different Age, Baptismal Status, 
Country of Residence, and Parents’ Origin. There were no differences in Gender and 
Parents’ Marital Status. 
The relationship between Faith Development and the combination of all Church 
variables varied for adolescents and young adults of different Age, Baptismal Status, 
Country of Residence, and Parents’ Origin. There were no differences in Gender and 
Parents’ Marital Status. 
Testing Null Hypothesis 5 
Null Hypothesis 5 stated that there is no relationship between Faith Development 
and a combination of all variables from both areas. To test this null hypothesis a series of 
regression analyses were computed. There were four dependent variables, and 27 
independent variables, 13 in the area of Family, and 14 in the area of Church. 
Significance was tested at the .01 level. 
In a few situations when all Family variables and all Church variables were 
considered together, one or more significant variables showed a negative relationship. 
These negative relationships were different from the positive relationships shown in 
testing Null Hypothesis 1 where these variables were tested individually. These variables 
are indicated as a case of suppression in the texts and in the tables by two asterisks. 
Table 124 shows the relationships between a combination of all Family and all 
Church variables and Faith Development. The R
2
 values explained between 11.6% and 
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53.0% of the variance in the Faith Development variables. While Belonging was the 
highest and Believing and Doing were the next highest, Caring was the lowest. All 
relationships were significant. 
 
Table 124     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 5: Relationship Between a Combination of All Family  
and All Church Variables and Faith Development 
     
     
Aspects of Faith Development R
2
 df F p 
     
     
Believing .231 27, 1367 15.188 .000* 
     
     
Belonging .530 27, 1367 56.987 .000* 
     
     
Caring .116 27, 1367 6.649 .000* 
     
     
Doing .313 27, 1367 23.062 .000* 
     
*p < .01. 
Believing 
Table 125 shows the relationship between each independent variable and 
Believing when they are all considered together. When all variables were considered 
together, five of 27 variables were significant at the .01 level. These were Church 
Activities, Church Warmth**, Importance of Church Relationships, Responsibilities and 
Personal Gifts, and Worship Experience. The significant part correlations ranged between 
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Table 125     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 5: Independent Variables and Believing 
     
     
Family and Church Variables B β t p part r 
      
      
   Affectionate Father .028 .020 .618 .537* .015** 
   Affectionate Mother .102 .060 1.892 .059* .045** 
   Church Activities .131 .101 3.608 .000* .086** 
   Church Attendance -.023 -.034 -1.292 .197* -.031** 
   Church Influence .024 .019 .735 .463* .017** 
   Church Sensitive Communication .035 .041 1.532 .126* .036** 
   Church Warmth -.096 -.097 -2.617 .009* -.062** 
   Clear Vision .015 .022 .871 .384* .021** 
   Family Climate .072 .071 2.184 .029* .052** 
   Family Influence -.040 -.034 -1.247 .213* -.030** 
   Family Religious Background -.014 -.004 -.136 .892* -.003** 
   Importance of Church Relationships .151 .138 4.865 .000* .115** 
   Meaningful Youth Program .004 .005 .161 .872* .004** 
   Overprotective Father -.073 -.051 -1.681 .093* -.040** 
   Overprotective Mother .010 .007 .227 .820* .005** 
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.004 -.005 -.182 .855* -.004** 
   Permissive Father -.016 -.011 -.329 .742* -.008** 
   Permissive Mother .006 .004 .112 .911* .003** 
   Regular Youth Program .010 .012 .470 .639* .011** 
   Religious Father -.022 -.027 -.816 .415* -.019** 
   Religious Mother .037 .036 1.229 .219* .029** 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .123 .113 3.962 .000* .094** 
   Spiritual Life .129 .077 2.378 .018* .056** 
   Spiritual Needs -.052 -.055 -1.666 .096* -.040** 
   Thinking Climate .027 .026 .699 .484* .017** 
   Worship Experience .333 .238 7.274 .000* .173** 
   Youth Ministry .098 .067 2.418 .016* .057** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppression. df = 1, 1367. 
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-.062 and .173, indicating that between 0.4% and 3.0% of the variance in Believing was 
uniquely explained by these variables when all variables were considered together.  
Belonging 
Table 126 shows the relationship between each independent variable and 
Belonging when they are all considered together. When all variables were considered  
together, 10 of 27 variables were significant at the .01 level. These were 
Affectionate Mother, Church Activities, Family Religious Background, Importance of 
Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, Permissive Mother**, Religious 
Father, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual Needs, and Worship Experience. 
The significant part correlations ranged between -.063 and .290, indicating that between 
0.4% and 8.4% of the variance in Belonging was uniquely explained by these variables 
when all variables were considered together.  
Caring 
Table 127 shows the relationship between each independent variable and Caring 
when they are all considered together. When all variables were considered together, six 
of 27 variables were significant at the .01 level. These were Church Activities, 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual Life, Spiritual Needs**, Worship 
Experience, and Youth Ministry. The significant part correlations ranged between -.086 
and .098, indicating that between 0.4% and 1.0% of the variance in Caring was uniquely 
explained by these variables when all variables were considered together.  
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Table 126     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 5: Independent Variables and Belonging 
     
     
Family and Church Variables B β t p part r 
      
      
   Affectionate Father -.031 -.021 -.835 .404* -.015** 
   Affectionate Mother .127 .070 2.852 .004* .053** 
   Church Activities .140 .102 4.654 .000* .086** 
   Church Attendance -.036 -.062 -2.488 .013* -.056** 
   Church Influence .028 .025 1.014 .311* .023** 
   Church Sensitive Communication .015 .021 .824 .410* .018** 
   Church Warmth -.016 -.015 -.531 .595* -.010** 
   Clear Vision .004 .004 .275 .784* .005** 
   Family Climate -.050 -.046 -1.815 .070* -.034** 
   Family Influence -.049 -.039 -1.822 .069* -.034** 
   Family Religious Background .239 .069 2.802 .005* .052** 
   Importance of Church Relationships .401 .348 15.614 .000* .290** 
   Meaningful Youth Program .121 .142 6.167 .000* .114** 
   Overprotective Father -.055 -.036 -1.525 .128* -.028** 
   Overprotective Mother .002 .002 .065 .948* .001** 
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication .035 .046 2.173 .030* .040** 
   Permissive Father .008 .005 .191 .849* .004** 
   Permissive Mother -.139 -.087 -3.387 .001* -.063** 
   Regular Youth Program .035 .042 2.091 .037* .039** 
   Religious Father .064 .074 2.901 .004* .054** 
   Religious Mother .015 .013 .579 .563* .011** 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .225 .195 8.732 .000* .162** 
   Spiritual Life .090 .050 1.999 .046* .037** 
   Spiritual Needs .075 .075 2.895 .004* .054** 
   Thinking Climate     -.023 -.021 -.733 .464* -.014** 
   Worship Experience .241 .163 6.366 .000* .118** 
   Youth Ministry -.007 -.005 -.215 .830* -.004** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppression. df = 1, 1367. 
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Table 127     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 5: Independent Variables and Caring 
     
     
Family and Church Variables B β t p part r 
      
      
   Affectionate Father .044 .038 1.093 .274* .028** 
   Affectionate Mother -.046 -.032 -.960 .337* -.024** 
   Church Activities .102 .094 3.122 .002* .079** 
   Church Attendance .013 .024 .865 .392* .022** 
   Church Influence .049 .046 1.653 .099* .042** 
   Church Sensitive Communication .025 .035 1.213 .225* .031** 
   Church Warmth -.005 -.006 -.149 .882* -.004** 
   Clear Vision -.008 -.014 -.512 .609* -.013** 
   Family Climate .007 .008 .227 .820* .006** 
   Family Influence -.028 -.029 -.970 .332* -.025** 
   Family Religious Background -.079 -.029 -.853 .349* -.022** 
   Importance of Church Relationships .051 .056 1.835 .067* .047** 
   Meaningful Youth Program -.009 -.014 -.447 .655* -.011** 
   Overprotective Father .033 .028 .846 .397* .022** 
   Overprotective Mother -.014 -.012 -.346 .729* -.009** 
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.003 -.005 -.187 .851* -.005** 
   Permissive Father -.010 -.008 -.231 .817* -.006** 
   Permissive Mother -.003 -.002 -.069 .945* -.002** 
   Regular Youth Program .004 .007 .242 .809* .006** 
   Religious Father -.058 -.086 -2.444 .015* -.062** 
   Religious Mother .057 .065 2.097 .036* .053** 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .107 .117 3.838 .000* .098** 
   Spiritual Life .176 .125 3.620 .000* .092** 
   Spiritual Needs -.095 -.120 -3.384 .001* -.086** 
   Thinking Climate .034 .040 .996 .319* .025** 
   Worship Experience .129 .111 3.150 .002* .080** 
   Youth Ministry .121 .100 3.352 .001* .085** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppression. df = 1, 1367. 
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Doing 
Table 128 shows the relationship between each independent variable and Doing 
when they are all considered together. When considered together, nine of 27 variables 
were significant at the .01 level. These were Church Activities, Church Warmth**, 
Importance of Church Relationships, Religious Mother, Responsibilities and Personal 
Gifts, Spiritual Life, Spiritual Needs**, Thinking Climate, and Worship Experience. The 
significant part correlations ranged between -.107 and .196, indicating that between 1.1% 
and 3.8% of the variance in Doing was uniquely explained by these variables when all 
variables were considered together. 
Summary 
Results of testing Null Hypothesis 5 were shown in Tables 125–128. All 
relationships between a combination of all Family and all Church variables and the four 
Faith Development variables were significant. 
Table 129 shows which variables had unique relationships with each of the four 
Faith Development variables. When all variables were considered together, 15 of 27 
Family and Church variables had significant unique relationships at the .01 level with at 
least one of the Faith Development variables. These were Affectionate Mother, Church 
Activities, Church Warmth**, Family Religious Background, Importance of Church 
Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, Permissive Mother**, Religious Father, 
Religious Mother, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual Life, Spiritual Needs**, 
Thinking Climate, Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry. There were only three 
variables that had a unique relationship with all four Faith Development variables:  
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Table 128     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 5: Independent Variables and Doing 
     
     
Family and Church Variables B β t p part r 
      
      
   Affectionate Father -.061 -.052 -1.669 .095* -.037** 
   Affectionate Mother .011 .007 .244 .807* .005** 
   Church Activities .125 .111 4.182 .000* .094** 
   Church Attendance -.036 .014 -.062 .013* -.056** 
   Church Influence .028 .025 1.014 .311* .023** 
   Church Sensitive Communication .015 .021 .824 .410* .018** 
   Church Warmth -.118 -.138 -3.927 .000* -.088** 
   Clear Vision -.011 -.019 -.788 .431* -.018** 
   Family Climate .016 .018 .595 .552* .013** 
   Family Influence -.050 -.049 -1.881 .060* -.042** 
   Family Religious Background -.140 -.049 -1.658 .097* -.037** 
   Importance of Church Relationships .222 .235 8.732 .000* .196** 
   Meaningful Youth Program .026 .038 1.356 .175* .030** 
   Overprotective Father -.054 -.043 -1.506 -.132* -.034** 
   Overprotective Mother -.026 -.022 -.725 .468* -.016** 
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication -.005 -.008 -.309 .758* -.007** 
   Permissive Father .010 .008 .257 .797* .006** 
   Permissive Mother .057 .043 1.401 .161* .031** 
   Regular Youth Program .014 .020 .830 .407* .019** 
   Religious Father .004 .005 .165 .869* .004** 
   Religious Mother .093 .102 3.728 .000* .084** 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .171 .180 6.699 .000* .150** 
   Spiritual Life .116 .079 2.608 .009* .058** 
   Spiritual Needs -.122 -.149 -4.765 .000* -.107** 
   Thinking Climate .089 .099 2.826 .005* .063** 
   Worship Experience .302 .249 8.042 .000* .180** 
   Youth Ministry .002 .001 .051 .960* .001** 
      
*p < .01. ** Suppression. df = 1, 1367.  
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Table 129     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 5: Combined Overview of the Significant Variables  
With Faith Development  
     
     
Family and Church Variables Believing Belonging Caring Doing 
     
     
   Affectionate Father     
   Affectionate Mother  *   
   Church Activities * * * * 
   Church Attendance     
   Church Influence     
   Church Sensitive Communication     
   Church Warmth **   ** 
   Clear Vision     
   Family Climate     
   Family Influence     
   Family Religious Background  *   
   Importance of Church Relationships * *  * 
   Meaningful Youth Program  *   
   Overprotective Father     
   Overprotective Mother     
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication     
   Permissive Father     
   Permissive Mother  **   
   Regular Youth Program     
   Religious Father  *   
   Religious Mother    * 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts * * * * 
   Spiritual Life   * * 
   Spiritual Needs  * ** ** 
   Thinking Climate    * 
   Worship Experience * * * * 
   Youth Ministry   *  
     
*p < .01. ** Suppression. 
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Church Activities, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, and Worship Experience. The 
combination of all Family and all Church variables explained between 11.6% and 53.0% 
of the variance in Faith Development. All but one of the independent variables uniquely 
explained between 0.4% and 3.8% of the variance in one of the Faith Development 
variables. Importance of Church Relationships uniquely explained 8.4% of the variance 
in Belonging. 
Testing Null Hypothesis 6 
Null Hypothesis 6 stated that the relationship between Faith Development and a 
combination of all variables from both areas does not vary by Age, Baptismal Status, 
Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and 
Parents’ Origin. 
To test this null hypothesis a series of multiple regression analyses was computed. 
There were four dependent variables, seven control variables, and 27 independent 
variables, 13 in the area of Family, and 14 in the area of Church. Relationships between 
the aspects of Faith Development and the combination of all Family and Church variables 
were considered to be different within the subgroups if their R
2
 values were different by 
at least .05 and if the largest R
2
 value was significant. Significance was tested at the .01 
level. In a few situations the difference between the subgroups was large, but a larger R
2
 
value was not significant and a smaller R
2
 value was significant. These situations were 
interpreted as “no meaningful pattern.”  
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Combined Family and Church Variables 
Table 130 shows the relationships between Faith Development and the 
combination of all Family and Church variables with subgroups of Age, Baptismal 
Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, 
and Parents’ Origin.  
Age 
Age was divided into four subgroups: 14–16, 17–19, 20–22, and 23–25. Fifteen of 
16 R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 13.4% and 
65.5%. Combined Family and Church variables showed a stronger relationship with 
Believing for adolescents between 14 and 22, a stronger relationship with Belonging for 
adolescents between 17 and 19, and a stronger relationship with Caring and Doing for 
young adults between 20 and 22. 
Baptismal Status 
Baptismal Status had two subgroups: Baptized and Non-baptized. All R
2
 values 
were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 11.0% and 61.9%. Combined 
Family and Church variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing, Belonging, 
Caring, and Doing for Non-baptized than for Baptized.  
Country of Residence  
Country of Residence had three subgroups: Austria, Germany, and Switzerland. 
Ten of 12 R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 12.9% 
and 63.5%. Combined Family and Church variables showed a stronger relationship with  
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Table 130     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 6: Relationship Between a Combination of All Family  
and All Church Variables With Faith Development 
     
     
Control Variables 
 R
2
 
 Believing Belonging Caring Doing 
      
      
Age      
   14-16  .285* .515* .142* .305* 
   17-19  .277* .655* .134* .359* 
   20-22  .284* .514* .212* .379* 
   23-25  .211* .523* .149* .346* 
      
Baptismal Status      
   Baptized  .125* .381* .110* .217* 
   Non-baptized  .298* .619* .147* .323* 
      
Country of Residence      
   Austria  .350* .554* .273* .419* 
   Germany  .229* .526* .129* .303* 
   Switzerland  .381* .635* .215* .491* 
      
Family Economic Status      
   Academic  .292* .623* .184* .418* 
   Employee  .290* .567* .181* .362* 
   Worker/Craftsman  .267* .493* .135* .312* 
      
Gender      
   Male  .239* .543* .140* .336* 
   Female  .239* .537* .124* .339* 
      
Parents’ Marital Status      
   Married  .235* .522* .115* .312* 
   Separated/Divorced  .312* .571* .199* .380* 
      
Parents’ Origin      
   Natives  .237* .540* .116* .334* 
   Mixed  .454* .706* .325* .480* 
   Foreigners  .251* .465* .155* .317* 
      
* p < .01. 
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Believing, Belonging, and Doing for Switzerland. The R
2
 values for Caring showed no 
meaningful pattern. 
Family Economic Status 
Family Economic Status had three subgroups: Academic, Employee, and 
Worker/Craftsman. Eleven of 12 R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values 
ranged between 13.5% and 62.3%. Combined Family and Church variables showed a 
stronger relationship with Belonging and Doing for Academic. The R
2
 values for 
Believing were very similar. The R
2
 values for Caring showed no meaningful pattern. 
Gender 
Gender had two subgroups: Male and Female. All R
2
 values were significant at 
the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 12.4% and 54.3%. Combined Family and Church 
variables showed very similar R
2
 values with Believing, Belonging, Caring, and Doing 
for Male and Female.  
Parents’ Marital Status 
Parents’ Marital Status had two subgroups: Married and Separated/Divorced. 
Seven of eight R
2
 values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 
11.5% and 57.1%. Combined Family and Church variables showed a stronger 
relationship with Believing, Belonging, and Doing for Separated/Divorced than for 
Married. The R
2
 values for Caring showed no meaningful pattern. 
Parents’ Origin 
Parents’ Origin had three subgroups: Natives, Mixed, and Foreigners. All R2 
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values were significant at the .01 level. R
2
 values ranged between 11.6% and 70.6%. 
Combined Family and Church variables showed a stronger relationship with Believing, 
Belonging, Caring, and Doing for Mixed and a higher correlation with Believing and 
Caring for Foreigners than did Natives. 
Summary 
The relationship between Faith Development and the combined Family and 
Church variables varied for adolescents and young adults of different Age, Baptismal 
Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Parents’ Marital Status, and 
Parents’ Origin. There were no differences in Gender. 
Testing Null Hypothesis 7 
Null Hypothesis 7 stated that there is no small set of variables that can predict 
Faith Development as well as the complete set of variables. 
To test this null hypothesis a series of regression analyses was run using forward 
stepwise and backward stepwise procedures. PIN values (probability of a variable being 
added) were set to have at least 10 variables in the final model and POUT values 
(probability of a variable being removed) were set to get as few as five variables in the 
final model. There were four dependent variables, and 27 independent variables. In order 
to select a good model there were five criteria to fulfill: (a) Variables should make 
theoretical sense; (b) Variables should show no suppression (opposite sign relationship as 
when considered alone); (c) Variables should uniquely explain at least 1% of the 
variance; (d) p values should be smaller than .01; and (e) Variables should be found in 
both the forward and backward stepwise analyses.    
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Believing 
Because of suppression, Church Warmth and Spiritual Needs were removed from 
models with Believing as the dependent variable. A five-predictor model was chosen that 
predicts Believing as well as the complete set of variables. Since including more than five 
variables would have explained less than an additional 0.5%, no more variables were 
included. All five variables had p values smaller than .01. Variables were the same when 
tested forward as they were when tested backward. The five-predictor model explained 
20.3% of the variance of Believing compared with 23.1% of the variance explained by a 
model including all 27 independent variables. Variables of the small set on Believing are 
shown in Table 131.  
 
Table 131     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 7: Believing 
     
     
Believing B β t p r part r 
       
       
   Worship Experience .272 .194 6.992 .000 .352 .166 
       
   Importance of Church Relationships .175 .161 5.997 .000 .309 .143 
       
   Family Climate .138 .135 5.558 .000 .209 .133 
       
   Church Activities .145 .112 4.312 .000 .247 .103 
       
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .119 .109 4.057 .000 .272 .097 
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Belonging 
A five-predictor model was chosen that predicts Belonging as well as the 
complete set of variables. Since including more than five variables would have explained 
less than an additional 0.6%, no more variables were included. All five variables had p 
values smaller than .01. Variables were the same when tested forward as they were when 
tested backward. The five-predictor model explained 49.8% of the variance of Belonging 
compared with 53.0% of the variance explained by a model including all 27 independent 
variables. Variables of the small set on Belonging are shown in Table 132.  
 
Table 132     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 7: Belonging 
     
     
Belonging B β t p r part r 
       
       
   Importance of Church Relationships .403 .350 15.854 .000 .580 .301 
       
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .247 .214 9.692 .000 .498 .184 
       
   Worship Experience .310 .209 9.857 .000 .466 .187 
       
   Meaningful Youth Program .134 .158 7.247 .000 .452 .138 
       
   Religious Father .086 .101 5.231 .000 .193 .099 
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Caring 
Because of suppression, Spiritual Needs, Religious Father, and Religious 
Background were removed. A four-predictor model was chosen that predicts Caring as 
well as the complete set of variables. Since including more than four variables would 
have explained less than an additional 0.7%, no more variables were included. All four 
variables had p values smaller than .01. Variables were not the same when tested forward 
as they were when tested backward. The four-predictor model explained 8.5% of the 
variance of Caring compared with 11.6% of the variance explained by a model including 
all 27 independent variables. Variables of the small set on Caring are shown in Table 
133.  
 
Table 133     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 7: Caring 
     
     
Caring B β t p r part r 
       
       
   Youth Ministry .172 .142 5.320 .000 .201 .136 
       
   Worship Experience .123 .105 3.742 .000 .194 .096 
       
   Spiritual Life .153 .109 4.145 .000 .159 .106 
       
   Responsibilities and Gifts .092 .101 3.598 .000 .189 .092 
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Doing 
Because of suppression, Spiritual Needs and Church Warmth were removed. A 
five-predictor model was chosen that predicts Doing as well as the complete set of 
variables. Since including more than five variables would have explained less than an 
additional 0.8%, no more variables were included. All five variables had p values smaller 
than .01. Variables were not the same when tested forward as they were when tested 
backward. The five-predictor model explains 26.6% of the variance of Doing compared 
with 31.3% of the variance explained by a model including all 27 independent variables. 
Variables of the small set on Doing are shown in Table 134.   
 
Table 134     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 7: Doing 
     
     
Doing B β t p r part r 
       
       
   Importance of Church Relationships .243 .257 9.981 .000 .407 .229 
       
   Worship Experience .202 .167 6.199 .000 .368 .142 
       
   Responsibilities and Gifts .155 .164 6.363 .000 .347 .146 
       
   Religious Mother .098 .107 4.624 .000 .164 .106 
       
   Church Activities .118 .105 4.230 .000 .248 .097 
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Summary 
Null Hypothesis 7 stated that there is no small set of variables that can predict 
Faith Development as well as the complete set of variables. The small sets of independent 
variables selected to predict the four Faith Development variables had four or five 
variables in each model.  The R
2
 values of the small sets were all within 4.7% of the full 
model. Table 135 summarizes the models. Nine of 27 independent variables were 
included in at least one of the four models.  Two of 27 independent variables were found 
in all four models. These were Responsibilities and Personal Gifts and Worship 
Experience. 
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Table 135     
     
Testing Null Hypothesis 7: Combined Overview of the Small Sets 
     
     
Family and Church Variables Believing Belonging Caring Doing 
     
     
   Affectionate Father     
   Affectionate Mother     
   Church Activities *   * 
   Church Attendance     
   Church Influence     
   Church Sensitive Communication     
   Church Warmth     
   Clear Vision     
   Family Climate *    
   Family Influence     
   Family Religious Background     
   Importance of Church Relationships * *  * 
   Meaningful Youth Program     
   Overprotective Father     
   Overprotective Mother     
   Parents’ Sensitive Communication     
   Permissive Father     
   Permissive Mother     
   Regular Youth Program     
   Religious Father  *   
   Religious Mother    * 
   Responsibilities and Personal Gifts * * * * 
   Spiritual Life   *  
   Spiritual Needs     
   Thinking Climate     
   Worship Experience * * * * 
   Youth Ministry  * *  
     
   R
2
 (Small set) 20.3 49.8 8.5 26.6 
   R
2
 (Full model) 23.1 53.0 11.6 31.3 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION  
This chapter discusses the findings of the study. It is divided into five sections. 
The first section gives a brief summary of the study. The second section discusses the 
results of the study. The third section draws conclusions based on the research questions 
of this study. The fourth section provides implications for practice. Finally, the fifth 
section gives recommendations for further study in this field of research.  
Summary 
Observation and anecdotal evidence have suggested for a long time that the Faith 
Development of adolescents and young adults is influenced by Family and Church 
factors. But no actual study had been done to investigate whether these observations can 
be confirmed and generalized across German-speaking Europe.  
This dissertation is based on the data gathered by Valuegenesis Europe, and 
examines if a relationship between Family and Church variables and the Faith 
Development of adolescents and young adults in Austria, Germany, and Switzerland can 
be established.  
The goal of the study was to provide research-based evidence that can be used by 
leaders, educators, and administrators responsible for decision making in view of creating 
a church environment that is favorable to the development of mature young believers  
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who value their relationship with the church.  
A review of the literature revealed only little empirical research directly related to 
the topic of the study. Nevertheless, as the highly respected work of Fowler shows 
(Fowler, 1981; Fowler, Nipkow, & Schweitzer, 1991), Faith Development research has a 
long tradition (Bandura & Walters, 1963; Bowlby, 1958; Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Erikson, 
1964; Freud, 2000; Jung, Read, Fordham, & Adler, 1953; Kohlberg, 1981; Lorenz, 1978; 
Piaget, 1952; Skinner, 1992; Vygotsky, 1962; Watson, 2009) and is ongoing. In fact, the 
term “Faith Development” needs to be understood in a more general way that is not 
limited to the Fowlerian approach alone (Astley & Francis, 1992; Dykstra & Parks, 1986; 
Gillespie, 1988; Marcia, 1993; Merleau-Ponty, 1962; Moran, 1983; Noam, 1985, 1990; 
Noam & Wren, 1993; Oser & Gmünder, 1984; Rizzuto, 1979, 1991; Streib, 1991, 1994, 
1997, 2001a, 2001b, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2005, 2010; Streib et al., 2010). 
The second section of the literature review briefly summarized the last 20 years of 
Valuegenesis research, a series of comprehensive surveys among Seventh-day Adventist 
youth on three continents (Baker, 1996; Carlson, 1996; Daily, 1991; Dudley & Gillespie, 
1992; Gane, 2005; Gillespie et al., 2004; Herrmann, 2009; Hossler, 1998; Martin, 1998; 
Muthersbaugh, 1995; Perry, 2006; Rutebuka, 1996). Special attention was given to the 
faith maturity scale that was employed, despite constructive critics (Dudley, 1994; Furst, 
1990; Naden, 1991; Thayer, 1992, 1993), as an outcome measure in all four Valuegenesis 
research projects between 1990/1991 and 2006/2007.  
The third section of the literature review concentrated on the target group of this 
study: adolescents and young adults in German-speaking Europe. Therefore the 
Bertelsmann Religionsmonitor (Bertelsmann Religionsmonitor, 2008), the dranStudie 
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19plus (dranStudie 19plus, 2010), and the Shell Jugendstudie (Hurrelmann & Albert, 
2006) were reviewed as three current major projects in this field. While the “Shell 
Jugendstudie” investigated religious and non-religious youth between 12 and 25, the 
“dranStudie 19plus” examined Christian adolescents and young adults in Germany 
between 19 and 29 years of age. Across all ages the “Bertelsmann Religionsmonitor” 
researched religiosity in 21 countries including Austria, Germany, and Switzerland, as 
well as in the United States. The results of each of these three research projects affected 
the selection of both the hypothesized key factors of adolescents and young adults’ Faith 
Development as well as the construction of the Faith Development scale used in this 
study. Although there were various research projects on youth spirituality, no specific 
study was found that investigated the relationship between Family and Church factors 
and Faith Development of adolescents and young adults in German-speaking Europe. 
All 335 items of the original Valuegenesis Europe questionnaire were checked for 
applicability. Finally, 145 items were selected that resulted in 13 Family variables, 14 
Church variables, and 7 control variables with 19 subgroups. Nine original scales and six 
individual items were used. Twelve scales were modified. Four Faith Development scales 
were constructed and first employed as a new outcome measure for adolescents and 
young adults in German-speaking Europe. The sample of this study was 1,359 
adolescents and young adults. All subjects were between 14 and 25 years of age, 
predominantly female (55.3%), well educated (90.1%), had married parents (84.6%), 
good economic background (90.9%), and possessed Austrian (8.6%), German (73.7%), or 
Swiss (12.1%) nationality. Most respondents indicated that they were baptized (61.2%) 
and had a third-generation Adventist background (80.6%). Seven null hypotheses were 
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tested in order to answer the seven research questions of this study. The statistical 
procedures used were Pearson correlation coefficient, ANOVA, multiple regression 
analysis, and multiple regression analysis using forward stepwise and backward stepwise. 
Significance was tested at the .01 level. 
Discussion of the Results 
Research questions 1, 3, and 5 tested the relationships between aspects of Faith 
Development and Family and Church variables when each variable was considered 
individually (Null Hypothesis 1), when all Family variables were combined and all 
Church variables were combined (Null Hypothesis 3) and when all Family and Church 
variables were combined together (Null Hypothesis 5).  
Research questions 2, 4, and 6 tested the interaction between Family and Church 
factors and  Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, 
Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin with Faith Development individually 
(Null Hypothesis 2), within each area combined (Null Hypothesis 4) and within both 
areas combined (Null Hypothesis 6). Research question 7 tested the variables for a small 
set that would predict Faith Development as well as the complete set of variables. Each 
research question will be presented separately in general with more detailed information 
related to specific variables included in a later section where the results of research 
questions 1, 3, 5, and 7 in one section, and the results of research questions 2, 4, and 6 in 
another section are combined.  
The major results of this study are consistent with the findings of the relevant 
literature in this field of research. Previous research, however, did not show a distinction 
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between Believing, Belonging, Caring, and Doing. What is new in this study is the use of 
four variable categories—Believing, Belonging, Caring, and Doing—to distinguish 
between different aspects of Faith Development. While previous research concentrated 
on Faith Development in general, this study has shown that there are large differences 
between these four aspects of Faith Development. The strongest relationships were found 
with the Belonging aspect of Faith Development followed by Doing and Believing. 
Caring always showed the weakest relationship. Furthermore, previous research did not 
identify Importance of Church Relationships and Responsibilities and Personal Gifts as 
being highly related to the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults. Some 
variables such as Affectionate Mother, Overprotective Father, Permissive Father, and 
Permissive Mother that were viewed as important in previous literature were found not to 
be important in this study. 
Research Question 1 
The first research question of this study asked: What is the relationship between 
Faith Development and each Family and Church variable? To answer research question 
1, Pearson correlation coefficients were computed. The Family variables explained 
between 0.5% and 6.6% of the variance in the Faith Development variables. The Church 
variables explained between 0.5% and 33.6% of the variance in Faith Development. 
Between 9 and 11 of 13 Family variables, and between 12 and 13 of 14 Church variables 
were significant for Believing, Belonging, and Doing. Three of 13 Family variables and 
10 of 14 Church variables were significant for Caring.  
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Research Question 2 
The second research question asked: How does the relationship between Faith 
Development and each Family and Church variable vary by Age, Baptismal Status, 
Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and 
Parents’ Origin? To answer research question 2, a series of two-way analyses of variance 
(ANOVA) was computed. Church variables had more significant interactions than did 
Family variables. The relationship between Faith Development and each Family variable 
varied for adolescents and young adults of different Baptismal Status, Country of 
Residence, Family Economic Status, and Parents’ Marital Status. There were no 
interactions between Family variables and Age, Gender, and Parents’ Origin. The 
relationship between Faith Development and each Church variable varied for all control 
variables. 
Research Question 3 
The third research question of this study asked: What is the relationship between 
Faith Development and a combination of all Family variables and a combination of all 
Church variables? To answer research question 3, a series of multiple regression analyses 
was computed. The combination of the Family variables explained between 3.5% and 
9.4% of the four Faith Development variables. The combination of the Church variables 
explained between 9.6% and 28.3% for Believing, Caring, and Doing, and 50.3% of the 
variance for Belonging. All relationships were significant.  
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Research Question 4 
The fourth research question asked: How does the relationship between Faith 
Development and the combination of all Family variables and the combination of all 
Church variables vary by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, Family 
Economic Status, Gender, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin? To answer 
research question 4, the R
2 
values of a series of multiple regression analyses were 
compared. The relationship between Faith Development and the combination of all 
Family variables and the combination of all Church variables varied for adolescents and 
young adults of different Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic 
Status, and Parents’ Origin. The relationship did not vary for adolescents and young 
adults of different Gender and Parents’ Marital Status, for either the combination of all 
Family variables or the combination of all Church variables. 
Research Question 5 
The fifth research question of this study asked: What is the relationship between 
Faith Development and a combination of all Family and Church variables? To answer 
research question 5, a series of multiple regression analyses was computed. The 
combination of all variables explained between 11.6% and 53.0% of the variance in the 
Faith Development variables. Belonging was the highest, Believing and Doing were the 
next highest, and Caring was the lowest. All relationships were significant. 
Research Question 6 
The sixth research question of this study asked: How does the relationship 
between Faith Development and a combination of all Family and Church variables vary 
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by Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, Family Economic Status, Gender, 
Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin? To answer research question 6, the R2 values 
of a series of multiple regression analyses were compared. The relationship between 
Faith Development and the combination of all Family and Church variables varied for 
adolescents and young adults of different Age, Baptismal Status, Country of Residence, 
Family Economic Status, Parents’ Marital Status, and Parents’ Origin. The relationship 
did not vary for adolescents and young adults of different Gender. 
Research Question 7 
The seventh research question of this study asked: Is there a small set of variables 
that can predict Faith Development as well as the complete set of variables? To answer 
research question 7, a series of regression analyses was run using forward stepwise and 
backward stepwise procedures. The small sets of independent variables selected to 
predict the four Faith Development variables had four or five variables in each model.  
The R
2
 values of the small sets were all within 4.7% of the R
2
 values using all 27 
variables. Nine of the independent variables were included in at least one of the models.  
Two of the independent variables were found in all four models. 
Relationships Between Aspects of Faith Development  
and Family and Church Variables  
All conclusions in this section are based on the results of the findings of research 
questions 1, 3, 5, and 7. Family and Church variables that showed strong correlations 
with Faith Development are shown in Figure 9 as a line between the independent and the 
dependent variables. The strong Family and Church variables were those with a  
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Figure 9: Results for research questions 1, 3, 5, and 7. 
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significant correlation of at least .2 with one or more aspects of Faith Development when 
considered individually in testing null hypothesis 1, or a significant part correlation of at 
least .1 with one or more aspects of Faith Development when considered in combination 
with other variables in testing null hypotheses 3, 5, or 7, and the part correlation with the 
same sign (+/–) as the correlation with null hypothesis 1. Additional tables and figures 
related to this section are presented in Appendices C and D. 
There were three Family variables that showed a strong correlation with Faith 
Development. These were Family Climate, Religious Mother, and Spiritual Life.  
There were nine Church variables that showed a strong correlation with Faith 
Development. These were Church Activities, Church Warmth, Importance of Church 
Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual 
Needs, Thinking Climate, Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry.  
Spiritual Life, Church Activities, and Youth Ministry had strong correlations 
across all aspects of Faith Development. Importance of Church Relationships, 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, and Worship Experience showed strong correlations 
with all aspects of Faith Development except Caring. Meaningful Youth Program, 
Spiritual Needs, and Thinking Climate had strong correlations with two aspects of Faith 
Development each, Meaningful Youth Program and Thinking Climate with Belonging 
and Doing, and Spiritual Needs with Believing and Belonging. Family Climate, Religious 
Mother, and Church Warmth were found to have strong relationships with one aspect of 
Faith Development each: Family Climate with Believing, Religious Mother with Doing, 
and Church Warmth with Belonging. All significant correlations are shown in Figure 9.  
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Relationships Between Aspects of Faith Development and Family and  
Church Variables With Control Variables 
All conclusions in this section are based on the results of the findings of research 
questions 2, 4, and 6. Family and Church variables that showed meaningful interactions 
with Faith Development are shown in Figure 10 (Research Question 2), Figure 11 
(Research Question 4), and Figure 12 (Research Question 6) as a triangle between the 
independent, the control, and the dependent variables. The meaningful interactions were 
those that were significant and differences between subgroups could be interpreted in a 
meaningful way. Additional tables and figures related to this section are presented in 
Appendices C and D. 
The Age subgroups studied were youth of ages 14-16, 17-19, 20-22, and 23-25. 
Combined Family and Church variables showed stronger relationships with Believing for 
youth between 14 and 22, and with Doing for adolescents and young adults between 17 
and 25. The strongest relationship with Belonging was found for youth between 17 and 
19. Caring showed the strongest correlations for young adults between 20 and 22. The 
combination of Family variables showed the strongest relationship with the Faith 
Development aspects of Believing and Belonging for youth between 14 and 16 years of 
age. The influence of Family declines as youth grow older. An almost opposite 
relationship was found for the aspect of Caring.  The influence of Family on Caring 
increased as youth grew older. Church variables showed the strongest relationship with 
Believing, Caring, and Doing for youth between 20 and 22. The strongest relationship 
between Church and Belonging was found for youth between 17 and 19 years of age. 
Whereas the influence of Family on Believing declines as youth grow older, the influence  
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Figure 10: Results for research question 2. 
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Figure 11: Results for research question 4. 
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Figure 12: Results for research question 6. 
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of the Church slightly increases as youth grow older, but only until the ages of 23-25 
when it declines. Considered individually, Meaningful Youth Program had the strongest 
relationship with Belonging for 17-19-year-old youth, followed by the 20-22-year-olds, 
and the 14-16-year-olds. Meaningful Youth Program had the lowest effect on Belonging 
for those 23 to 25 years old. Further Meaningful Youth Program had the strongest 
relationship with Doing for those between 20-22 years of age, followed by those 17-19, 
and those 14-16 years of age, but had no effect for those who were 23-25. 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts had the strongest relationship with Belonging for 
those 17-19 years old, followed by those 23-25 years old, and those 20-22 years old. 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts had the lowest effect on Belonging for those 14-16 
years old.  
The Baptismal Status subgroups studied were Baptized and Non-baptized 
adolescents and young adults. Non-baptized youth were found to be more influenced in 
their Faith Development than Baptized. On the one hand, this is obvious because baptized 
youth have already been reached. On the other hand, it should encourage not neglecting 
any approaches to non-baptized youth. Considered individually, Spiritual Life, Church 
Activities, Church Warmth, Importance of Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth 
Program, Spiritual Needs, and Worship Experience were found to have a stronger 
relationship with Believing for not-baptized than for baptized adolescents and young 
adults. Affectionate Father, Religious Father, Spiritual Life, Church Warmth, Importance 
of Church Relationships, Meaningful Youth Program, Spiritual Needs, Thinking Climate, 
Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry showed a stronger relationship with Belonging 
for not-baptized than for baptized adolescents and young adults. Church Warmth was  
  
257 
found to have a stronger relationship with Caring for not-baptized than for baptized 
adolescents and young adults. Church Warmth, Importance of Church Relationships, 
Meaningful Youth Program, Spiritual Needs, and Worship Experience showed a stronger 
relationship with Doing for not-baptized than for baptized adolescents and young adults.  
The Country of Residence subgroups studied were Austria, Germany, and 
Switzerland. Across all aspects of Faith Development, Austrian and Swiss youth were 
found to be more influenced than were German youth. This was true for the combined 
Family and Church variables as well as for the combined Family variables and the 
combined Church variables. Neither Family variables nor Church variables showed 
significant influence on Faith Development in Germany compared to what they showed 
in Austria and Switzerland. Clear Vision had a stronger relationship with Believing and 
with Belonging for adolescents and young adults who lived in Switzerland than for those 
who lived in Germany or Austria. Regular Youth Program was found to have a strong 
relationship with Belonging for adolescents and young adults who lived in Germany but 
revealed no effect on those who lived in Switzerland and Austria. 
The Family Economic Status subgroups studied were youth from Academic, 
Employees, and Worker/Craftsman families. While the combination of all Family and 
Church variables showed a stronger relationship with Belonging and Doing for youth 
from Academic families, there were weaker correlations with youth from 
Worker/Craftsman families. Combined Church variables were found to have less 
influence on the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults from 
Worker/Craftsman families than they did in youth from those from Academic or 
Employee families. The relationship between combined Family variables and aspects of  
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Faith Development were similar for all groups of Family Economic Status. Considered 
individually, Overprotective Mother had a positive effect on Caring for adolescents and 
young adults who lived in Employee families, but a negative effect for those from 
Academic or Worker/Craftsmen families. Responsibilities and Personal Gifts had a 
stronger relationship with Belonging for adolescents and young adults who lived in 
Academic families than for those from Employee or Worker/Craftsman families. Youth 
Ministry had a great effect on Caring for adolescents and young adults who lived in 
Employee or Academic families, but had no effect for those from Worker/Craftsman 
families. 
The Gender subgroups studied were Male and Female. The relationship between 
Family and Church variables and Faith Development was not different for Males and 
Females, either with the combination of all variables, or with Family and  
Church variables combined by area. Considered individually, Meaningful Youth Program 
and Youth Ministry had a stronger relationship with Belonging for Females than for 
Males. Further, Youth Ministry had a stronger relationship with Doing for Females than 
for Males. 
The Parents’ Marital Status subgroups studied were Married and 
Separated/Divorced. Youth whose parents were Separated/Divorced were found to be 
more influenced in their Faith Development by Family and Church than were those with 
Married parents. The relationship between Family and Church variables and Faith 
Development was not different for Married and Separated/Divorced when combined by 
area. Considered individually, Spiritual Life had a strong relationship with Belonging for 
adolescents and young adults whose parents were Married but no effect on those whose  
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parents were Separated/Divorced. Parents’ Sensitive Communication had a strong 
relationship with Belonging for adolescents and young adults whose parents were 
Separated/Divorced but had no effect on those whose parents were married. Meaningful 
Youth Program had a strong relationship with Doing for adolescents and young adults 
whose parents were Married but had no effect for those whose parents were 
Separated/Divorced. 
The Parents’ Origin subgroups studied were Natives, Mixed, and Foreigners. 
Youth with Mixed parents were found to be more influenced by Family and Church in all 
aspects of Faith Development than were youth whose parents were Natives or Foreigners. 
While Church variables had almost the same influence on youth from Native and 
Foreigner families in Faith Development, Church variables had lower influence on 
Belonging for youth whose parents were Foreigners. Considered individually, Importance 
of Church Relationships, and Responsibilities and Personal Gifts had a stronger 
relationship with Belonging for adolescents and young adults out of families with a 
Mixed background than for those whose parents were Natives and Foreigners. 
Importance of Church Relationships and Youth Ministry was found to have strong 
relationships with Belonging for adolescents and young adults out of families with a 
Mixed background, followed by those whose parents were Natives, but showed no effect 
for those whose parents were Foreigners. 
Conclusions 
In view of the research questions examined in this study and the null hypotheses 
tested, the following conclusions can be drawn: 
  
260 
1. Faith Development was tested in four different aspects. Family and Church 
variables had the strongest relationship with the Belonging aspect of Faith Development 
followed by Doing and Believing. Caring always showed the weakest relationship. 
2. There are more and stronger key factors related to Faith Development in the 
area of Church than there are in the area of Family.  
3. The strongest key factors related to Faith Development in the area of Family 
are Family Climate, Religious Mother, and Spiritual Life. 
4. The strongest key factors related to Faith Development in the area of Church 
are Church Activities, Church Warmth, Importance of Church Relationships, Meaningful 
Youth Program, Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual Needs, Thinking Climate, 
Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry. 
5. Although the influence of the Family on the Faith Development of adolescents 
and young adults declines as youth grow older, until the age of 23 the influence of the 
Church slightly increases.  
6. Family and Church have a greater influence on the Faith Development of Non-
Baptized adolescents and young adults than they do on Baptized adolescents and young 
adults.  
7. Family and Church have a greater influence on the Faith Development of 
Austrian and Swiss youth than on German youth. 
8. Although there are no differences in the Faith Development of adolescents and 
young adults with different Family Economic Background in the area of Family, Church 
has less influence on adolescents and young adults from Worker/Craftsmen families 
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compared to the influence they have on adolescents and young adults from Academic or 
Employee families. 
9. Meaningful Youth Program has a stronger influence on Belonging and Doing 
for Females than for Males; Youth Ministry has a stronger influence on Doing for 
Females than for Males. 
10. Adolescents and young adults with parents who are Separated or Divorced are 
more influenced in their Faith Development by Family and Church than are those with 
parents who are Married. 
11. Adolescents and young adults who have parents of Mixed national origin are 
more influenced in their Faith Development by Family and Church than are youth whose 
parents are Natives or Foreigners.  
12. Church Activities, Family Climate, Importance of Church Relationships, 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, and Worship Experience are variables for a small set 
that can predict Believing as well as the complete set of Family and Church factors. 
13. Importance of Church Relationships, Religious Father, Responsibilities and 
Personal Gifts, Worship Experience, and Youth Ministry are variables for a small set that 
can predict Belonging as well as the complete set of Family and Church factors. 
14. Responsibilities and Personal Gifts, Spiritual Needs, Worship Experience, and 
Youth Ministry are variables for a small set that can predict Caring as well as the 
complete set of Family and Church factors. 
15. Church Activities, Importance of Church Relationships, Religious Mother, 
Responsibilities and Personal Gift, and Worship Experience are variables for a small set  
that can predict Doing as well as the complete set of Family and Church factors. 
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Implications for Practice 
The study confirmed what anecdotal evidence already suggests: Family and 
Church contribute to the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults in German-
speaking Europe in multiple ways. Finally, 12 out of 27 variables were identified to be 
highly related to Faith Development: three out of 13 in the area of Family and nine out of 
14 in the area of Church.  
Although there are more and stronger key factors of Faith Development in the 
area of Church than in the area of Family, the findings and conclusions of this study not 
only provide a number of implications for practice regarding what Families and Churches 
can do but might sustainably influence the ministry of the Seventh-day Adventist church 
in the fields of leadership, education, and administration. 
What Families Can Do 
Even if the study identified fewer key factors of Faith Development in the area of 
Family than in the area of Church, it needs to be underlined that the family is still the 
place where the foundations of faith are laid. Eighty-one percent of all participants had 
parents or grandparents who are third-generation Seventh-day Adventists. For them, their 
family is the first connection to the church. So it did not come as a surprise that the 
factors Spiritual Life, Family Climate, and Religious Mother were the strongest key 
factors of Faith Development among the Family variables. What are the implications of 
these findings for practice? Here are a selected few. 
Model the Spiritual Life 
The family has the potential to live out faith in everyday life and to establish 
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habitual ways, even faith rituals, how this happens in concrete ways. The Spiritual Life of 
the Family expresses itself in regular times of worship and prayer in addition to the 
attendance of the church service (#287: Frequency of family spiritual activities). It 
encompasses singing, making music, and Bible studies (#286: Family spiritual activities) 
as well as a meaningful connection between believing, and discussing faith questions 
intellectually, acting on those beliefs, and experiencing God’s presence in everyday life 
in meaningful ways (#288: Quality of family spiritual activities). Children are strongly 
characterized by the influence of their parents and siblings. What they have learned and 
experienced as meaningful has the potential to provide an anchor in difficult situations, to 
carry them through bad times and to lead back to faith. 
Build a Happy Family Climate 
Even if the survey items of the Family Climate scale have almost no direct 
relationship with religiosity, a good family atmosphere, the role of a religiously active 
mother, and a meaningfully practiced and experienced spiritual life has a powerful 
influence on Faith Development. When young people can describe their home as happy 
(#221: Family life is happy), their family as loving (#222: Love in the family), their 
relationships with their parents as good (#223: Good relationships with parents), when 
they receive help and support (#224: Help and support from parents) and experience 
expressions of love from their parents (#225: Parents’ expressions of love) and, finally, 
when they see their mother as a source of meaningful spirituality, their own faith 
develops. 
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Understand the Influence of the Religious  
Mother 
A special influence on the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults is 
the religiosity of the mother. This factor takes into account not only how they live their 
religious convictions (#281: Extent of religiosity), but also how often mothers talk with 
their children about their faith (#283: Frequency of personal talk on faith), and how 
willing they are to talk about their faith with others (#285: Talk with others on faith). 
Thus the mother-child relationship was an important source of the youth’s ability to trust 
and was confirmed to be relevant for the Faith Development of adolescents and young 
adults. 
In summary, what families can do to positively influence the Faith Development 
of their children is immense. It makes a huge difference on how faith is transmitted. Do 
parents share their faith in the context of a loving and trusting parent-child relationship or 
are religious practices demanded in compliance with parental guidelines. Once children 
grow up into adolescents and young adults who make their own decisions and who are no 
longer under the direct influence of their parents, those religious practices often do not 
last. The role model of the parents is important here in at least two points. On the one 
hand, it is the everyday life of the family that shows very clearly how parents live their 
personal faith. The practical suitability of all parental values and guidelines is decided for 
children by the model of their parents. On the other hand, that parental model also 
determines how influential the parental faith will prove to be in the transmission of their 
faith to their children. When children live at home under parental authority, in most cases 
compliance of any standards and rules is easily enforced. But it is a considerably greater 
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challenge to plant the foundations for an independent and enduring development of those 
values within them. When families function in this more challenging spiritual 
development context, they nurture a faith that continues beyond the time of the direct 
influence of the parents that allows questions, that can live with tensions and 
disappointments, and that is looking for viable answers for the next generation. This is 
what families can do. However, it would be too easy and incomplete to explain the 
development of faith in adolescents and young adults merely by those factors mentioned. 
As shown in the next section, a second cluster of key factors is connected to the church. 
What Churches Can Do 
While the influence of the Family on the Faith Development of adolescents and 
young adults declines as young people grow older, the influence of the Church slightly 
increases. Of particular importance are the regular and multigenerational activities of the 
local church (Church Activities) as well as age-specific activities for adolescents and 
young adults on the local and regional level (Youth Ministry). An appreciation of healthy 
interpersonal and multigenerational relationships within the church (Importance of 
Church Relationships), the trust-based and gift-oriented empowerment of young people 
(Responsibilities and Personal Gifts), and the common and intergenerational worship 
experience within the local church (Worship Experience) proved vital as well. Churches 
need to evaluate how well they meet the spiritual needs of their young people (Spiritual 
Needs) and provide high-quality youth programs (Meaningful Youth Program). Young 
people are also sensitive to the cognitive experience of church events (Thinking Climate)  
and the atmosphere within the church (Church Warmth). 
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Maintain Regular and Multigenerational  
Church Activities  
Regular and multigenerational activities of the local church, where church is 
experienced as a multigenerational community, do have an immensely positive influence 
on the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults. Such activities include not 
only the weekly worship service of the local church (#157: Church worship service) and 
the organized weekly Bible studies (#159: Sabbath school) but also the hands-on practical 
engagement in social action (#160: Church social activities), and humanitarian aid 
projects (#162: Humanitarian projects). Finally, church activities also provide an often 
unconscious continuity and reliable stability in the otherwise often dynamic and 
constantly changing life of adolescents and young adults. For this reason it is imperative 
that church leaders ask themselves what they are doing to make sure that church activities 
contribute to the development of the local church as a multigenerational community. 
Invest in Youth Ministry 
Age-specific activities for adolescents (#150: Adventurer activities; #151: 
Pathfinder activities) and young adults (#152: Companions activities; #153: Young adult 
activities) in both local (#155: Week-end retreats) and regional venues (#156: 
Union/Conference youth activities; #158: Youth worship services; #163: Evangelistic 
campaigns with other young people) do have an immense influence on the Faith 
Development of young people. Local churches that support their adolescents and young 
adults by making it possible for them to participate even in regional events invest in their 
own future. 
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Realize the Importance of Church  
Relationships 
Another key factor related to the Faith Development of adolescents and young 
adults is the appreciation of healthy interpersonal and multigenerational relationships 
within the church. They need both—contacts with people of the same age (#138: 
Importance of relationships with other Adventist young people) and good relationships 
with older church members (#139: Importance of relationships with the adult church 
members). Whereas the special value of the relationships between peers is found in the 
similar life circumstances, the value of their relationships with older members lies in the 
age difference that may not always be seen as an advantage, at least at first. Older church 
members may have an immense positive influence on the Faith Development of 
adolescents and young adults if they refrain from putting up their own experience as the 
absolute standard, but stay open, despite their age difference, for the challenges of the 
permanently changing environment of the youth. 
Empower by Sharing Responsibilities and  
Affirming Personal Gifts 
Local churches that empower their adolescents and young adults by sharing 
responsibilities (#174: Church responsibilities), that allow them to try things out and that 
encourage them to use their personal abilities (#175: Stimulation to discover and use gifts 
and skills) and even get involved in leadership roles (#176: Involvement in responsible 
roles in congregation) do strongly contribute to the Faith Development of their 
adolescents and young adults. When churches involve young people to not only take care 
of needed tasks or to merely occupy them, but also allow them to use and develop their 
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abilities and gifts, they make it possible for the next generation to develop its existing 
potential and identity for the benefit of all.       
Allow an Intergenerational Worship  
Experience 
Even the intergenerational worship experience was found to be an important key 
factor for the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults. The crucial question 
here is, To what extent can the presence of God be sensed (#182: Sense of God’s 
presence), are boredom (#183), awe or mystery (#184), or frustration (#185) felt, is 
spontaneity (#186) conveyed, and is growth in the understanding of God (#187) 
experienced? More than other key factors, Worship Experience is a hybrid factor. While 
local churches should strive to provide the best possible conditions for a meaningful 
worship experience, they cannot replace God’s presence with human doings. This is a 
limitation local churches need to be aware of so that they do not give way to the 
temptation to manipulate the part that only God can give. 
Be Aware of Spiritual Needs 
Age-related circumstances often create particular spiritual needs which become 
key drivers of Faith Development. Adolescents and young adults, who have to leave their 
home towns after high school to go to college, also lose the connection to their local 
church. Will they find a spiritual home in the new location where their spiritual needs are 
met and where they are welcomed with open arms? Children of divorced parents often 
travel regularly between the residences of their father and mother. Already marginalized 
through divorce, they are especially sensitive to how they are welcomed into a new 
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community. But are local churches ready and able to receive them and minister to them in 
their special need? It is the responsibility of the local church to meet the spiritual needs of 
all generations and to live the approach of the New Testament that defines the local 
church as bearing one another and shaping a spiritual community. 
Provide a Meaningful Youth Program 
In addition to the frequency and programming aspects of the youth programs, 
adolescents and young adults look for quality and relevance. Meaningful Youth Program 
involves not only the scheduling of a variety of youth formats but also the content of the 
programs offered. Local churches are right to keep their eye on both the quantity and the 
quality of the youth programs offered. Quality of youth ministry is measured by its venue 
as well as by the applicability of what is shared to the everyday life of the youth. Thus the 
challenge is not only to entertain, but to develop and nurture a relevant spiritual 
relationship.   
Create an Open Thinking Climate 
Adolescents and young adults are searching for answers (#123: I learn a lot), want 
to be taken seriously and challenged in their thinking (#127: It challenges my thinking), 
and allowed to wrestle with their own questions (#128: It encourages me to ask questions; 
#125: Most members want to be challenged to think). They are not satisfied with 
traditional answers and expect this openness even from their parents’ and grandparents’ 
generation (#130: It expects people to learn and think). Although the local churches may 
feel challenged by these expectations, this search for meaningful answers is a logical, 
consistent, and necessary change. Adolescents and young adults in German-speaking 
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Europe are now better educated than even a generation before. This does not mean that 
they know all the right answers, but they have learned to ask questions and they are 
trained to question the answers. They have also learned that knowledge is often 
discovered in discussion and meaningful dialogue.  
Interestingly, both the permission to think for themselves and the questioning of 
traditional answers were typical for the pioneers of the Seventh-day Adventist church. 
Many of them were young adults who contributed significantly to the birth of the 
Seventh-day Adventist church in 1863. The church of today needs constructive discourse 
to allow the Word of God to be heard with 21
st
-century ears and to speak to the problems 
and questions of today’s generation both within and outside the church. Church leaders 
are right to create and to provide an open thinking climate and to allow even inconvenient 
questions. 
Keep the Church Warm(th) 
Last but not least, it cannot be overemphasized how great the influence of the 
local church atmosphere is on the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults. 
Warmth means heartfelt warmth (#122: It feels warm), the acceptance of others (#124: It 
accepts people who are different), friendliness (#126), even to strangers who are made to 
feel welcome (#129). Adolescents and young adults have either been in the local church 
all their lives and are trying to find their place and be accepted or they find themselves 
new in town wondering if they will fit into the existing church. In both circumstances 
they are looking for a warm spiritual home. Whether they feel accepted by the local 
church and experience the atmosphere within the church community as warm and loving 
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is dependent not only on what the church does. Young people also bring their own 
baggage of expectations and experiences that have shaped them. Nevertheless the local 
church atmosphere is a crucial factor in the journey towards a mature faith even if we 
realize that ultimately many factors are at play as well.   
What the Church Can Do? 
Although there are key factors of Faith Development that are directly related to 
families and local churches, some of the findings are a challenge to the church 
organization and should influence the ministry of the Seventh-day Adventist Church in 
the area of leadership, education, and administration.  
Foster the Cooperation Between Families  
and Youth Ministry 
Youth ministry in German-speaking Europe concentrates on children (until 12 
years of age), Pathfinders (10 to 16), youth (14 to 20), and university students (18 to 25), 
but none of these ages involves the families of the youth. Parents are not involved either 
in the planning of the programs or in the youth events themselves. They have almost no 
influence on the content presented. In most cases, all decisions about programs and 
activities are carried out by the pastors and youth leaders of the church. Parents are often 
not more than a free shuttle service. The study found that there are more and stronger key 
factors of Faith Development in the area of Church than in the area of Family and that the 
influence of the family on the Faith Development of adolescents and young adults 
declines as youth grow older. While this encourages continuing and further developing 
the successful efforts in youth ministry, the study recommends a closer examination of 
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the stronger influence of the family on younger youth towards cooperation between 
families and youth ministry. If family and church work hand in hand, youth ministry 
could be a more successful key factor of Faith Development. 
Focus on Young-Adults Ministry 
Due to longer education times today, young adults are older before they enter into 
work life and start their own family. There is an urgent need to understand the new 
situation of today’s “twentysomethings.” The Seventh-day Adventist church in German-
speaking Europe has no special ministry for young adults older than 25 years of age. This 
study found that the influence of the church on the Faith Development of adolescents and 
young adults slightly increases until the age of 23; after that it declines. Those in this age 
range older than 23 not only feel too old for the current youth ministries, they definitely 
are too old. It is recommended that to meet the needs of young adults we need to develop 
and provide age-related programs incorporated in young-adults ministry. 
Develop Advanced Programs for Baptized  
Youth 
Christian efforts are often focused on the baptism. This study has found that 
Family and Church have a greater influence on the Faith Development of non-baptized 
adolescents and young adults than it does on those who are baptized. The study 
recommends concentrating not only on the goal to baptize young people but to provide 
conditions where their faith can grow and further develop even when they are baptized. 
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Understand the Influence of Milieus on  
Youth Ministry 
The Seventh-day Adventist church maintains one of the largest private school 
systems in the world, and there are several countries where membership in the Seventh-
day Adventist church is equated with social advancement. Although the situation in 
German-speaking Europe is not really comparable, the general approach of church 
service and ministries is a more cognitive one. The study found that church has less 
influence on adolescents and young adults out of Worker/Craftsmen families compared to 
the influence it has on those from academic or Employee families. Further, it was found 
that Family and Church have a greater influence on the Faith Development of Austrian 
and Swiss youth than they do on German youth. Another finding here was that 
adolescents and young adults with parents who are Separated or Divorced are more 
influenced in their Faith Development by Family and Church than are those with Married 
parents. This study recommends paying more attention to the socioeconomic background 
and to the sociocultural background of the youth in order to understand the milieus where 
they come from and to better meet their differing needs. 
Support Gender-Related Youth Ministry 
The conceptual approach of youth ministry in German-speaking Europe does not 
distinguish between Males and Females. The study found that Meaningful Youth 
Program has a stronger influence on Belonging and Doing, and that Youth Ministry has a 
stronger influence on Doing for Females than it does for Males. Developing gender-
related materials and programs for adolescents and young adults and employing them in 
youth ministry are what this study recommends. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 
1. The current study was cross-sectional, but it provided just a snapshot of current 
realities. To gain a time-depth perspective, it is important that the study be repeated in a 
few years to obtain comparative data. This would allow an examination of any change in 
Faith Development over a longer period of time. 
2. This study focused only on the perspectives of adolescents and young adults. 
Since the church is so influential in its Faith Development, a follow-up study should 
include adult church members and adult workers in youth ministry to compare their 
responses to the answers of the youth. 
3. Key factors of Faith Development were hypothesized in the areas of Family 
and Church. Further studies could investigate other areas that might be helpful to identify 
additional key factors of Faith Development.  
4. It would be interesting to add number and type of siblings and birth order to the 
list of control variables in a follow-up study. 
5. The Faith Development scales are based on and limited by the items of the 
original questionnaire of the Valuegenesis Europe study. They were labeled as Believing, 
Belonging, Caring, and Doing. Due to the use of the German term Glauben (Believing), 
which is often used in a more holistic way than the more cognitive orientation of the 
English term Believing, some English readers may miss a more cognitive emphasis in the 
Believing scale in this study. A follow-up study could easily rectify this situation by 
adding appropriate new items that include a broader spectrum of cognition and affection 
items.  
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6. This study has focused on Austria, Germany, and Switzerland. Since the dataset 
of the Valuegenesis Europe provides much more information, a similar study could also 
be undertaken in other European countries.  
7. In order to work with a more appropriate outcome measure, this study has 
employed a modified version of the original Faith Maturity scale. Further studies in this 
field of research might use this new outcome measure as well to reach more precise 
results. 
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                      QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE VALUEGENESIS EUROPE 
          EXECUTIVE VERSION 
 
 
 
 
  Please say, for each of the following, how important     
  it is in your life. Mark ONE answer for each. 
 
  Choose from these answers:             
  1 = Very important  
  2 = Quite important 
  3 = Not important 
  4 = Not at all important 
  5 = Don’t know 
 
1.  Work/Study 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  Family 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  Friends 1 2 3 4 5 
4.  Leisure time 1 2 3 4 5 
5.  Politics 1 2 3 4 5 
6.  Religion  1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
  How true are each of the following statements?    
  Mark ONE answer for each. Be as honest as possible,   
  describing how true it really is now and not how  
  true you would like it to be. 
 
  Choose from these answers:   
  1 = Never 
  2 = Rarely 
  3 = Once in a while 
  4 = Sometimes  
  5 = Often 
 
7.  I help others with their 
religious questions and 
struggles 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.  I seek out opportunities to 
help me grow spiritually 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.  I feel a deep sense of 
responsibility for reducing 
pain and suffering around me 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.  I give significant portions of 
time and money to help other 
people 
1 2 3 4 5 
11.  I feel God’s presence in my 
relationships with other 
people 
1 2 3 4 5 
12.  I do things to help protect 
the environment 
1 2 3 4 5 
13.  My life is filled with meaning 
and purpose   
1 2 3 4 5 
14.  I care a great deal about 
reducing poverty and 
injustice 
1 2 3 4 5 
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15.  I try to apply my faith to 
political and social issues 
1 2 3 4 5 
16.  My life is committed to Jesus 
Christ  
1 2 3 4 5 
17.  I talk with other people about 
my faith 
1 2 3 4 5 
18.  I have a real sense that God 
is guiding me 
1 2 3 4 5 
19.  I am spiritually moved by the 
beauty of God’s creation 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
   
  How often do you follow the news on the following    
  media?  
 
  Choose from these answers:             
  1 = Every day 
  2 = Several times a week 
  3 = Once or twice a week 
  4 = Occasionally 
  5 = Never 
 
20.  Television 1 2 3 4 5 
21.  Internet  1 2 3 4 5 
22.  Radio 1 2 3 4 5 
23.  Satellite broadcasts 1 2 3 4 5 
24.  Printed 
magazines/newspapers 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
  
25.     Are you male or female?      
                                       
Male  
Female  
 
 
  
26.  What are you currently doing? 
(More than one possible option) 
 
I am a pupil  
I am a full time student  
I am a part-time student  
I am self employed  
I am a housewife  
I have a part-time job  
I have a full-time job  
I am unemployed  
Other  
 
 
   
27.  Do you regularly take part in any activities of 
your (this) congregation that reach out to a 
wider community? 
(Mark ALL that apply) 
 
 
 
 Yes, in evangelistic or outreach activities  
 Yes, in community service, social justice or welfare 
activities of this congregation 
 
 No, we don’t have any regular evangelistic activities  
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 No, we don’t have any regular community 
service/social justice/welfare activities 
 
 No, I am not regularly involved  
 
 
  
   
28.  How important is God in your life? (Mark only 
ONE)  
    
 
 
 God does not matter to me at all  
 Fairly important, but many things are more important  
 God is more important to me than almost anything else  
 God is the most important reality in my life  
 
 
  
29. Which of the following best describes your readiness to 
talk to others about your faith? (Mark only ONE) 
 
 I do not have faith, so the question is not applicable  
 I do not like to talk about my faith; my life and actions 
are sufficient 
 
 I find it hard to talk about my faith in everyday language  
 I mostly feel at ease talking about my faith and do so if 
it comes up 
 
 I feel at ease talking about my faith and look for 
opportunities to do so 
 
 
 
  
30. Would you be prepared to invite to a service at your 
(this) congregation any of your friends and relatives who 
do not currently attend a church?  
(Mark only ONE) 
 
 Yes, and I have done so in the past 12 months    
 Yes, but I have not done so in the past 12 months    
 Don’t know    
 No, probably not    
 No, definitely not    
 
 
   
31. What most discourages you from inviting people to 
your (this) congregation?  
(Rank the best TWO options) 
 
 
 
 I do not see the need to do so    
 I do not know many people from outside my (this) 
congregation 
   
 My friends live too far away    
 The language and concerns of my (this) congregation are 
too far from my friends’ reality 
   
 Lack of confidence in talking about my faith    
 Fear of rejection or of damaging relationships with others    
 Those I could invite may not like the style of worship 
here 
   
 Those I could invite may not be made to feel welcome 
here 
   
 Those I could invite may not be interested    
 Other    
 Don’t know    
 Nothing: I am generally happy to invite people    
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32. What is your nationality? 
 
 Albania    
Algeria    
Angola    
Argentina    
Austria    
Bangladesh    
Belarus    
Belgium    
Benin    
Bolivia    
Bosnia and Herzegovina    
Brazil    
British Indian Ocean Territiroy    
Bulgaria    
Burkina Faso    
Burundi    
Cameroon    
Central African Republic    
Chile    
China    
Colombia    
Congo, Democratic Republic    
Congo, Republic of    
Costa Rica     
Cote d’Ivoire    
Croatia / Hrvatska    
Czeck Republic    
Denmark    
Dominican Republic    
Ecuador    
El Salvador    
Estonia    
Ethiopia    
Finland    
France (Metropolitian)    
Frensh Guyana    
French Polynesia    
Germany    
Ghana    
Guadeloupe    
Greece    
Guatemala    
Guiena-Bissau    
Guyana    
Honduras    
Haiti    
Hungary    
Indonesia    
Ireland    
Israel    
India    
Iraq    
Iran (Islamic Republic of)    
Iceland    
Italy    
Jamaica    
Kenya    
Korea, Democratic People’s Republic    
Korea, Republic of    
Lithuania    
Luxembourg    
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Latvia    
Morocco    
Moldova, Republic of    
Madagascar    
Macedonia, Former Yugoslav Repubic    
Mali    
Martinique    
Malta    
Mauritius    
Mexica    
Mozambique    
Netherlands    
Netherlands Antilles    
New Zealand    
Niger    
Nigeria    
Nicaragua    
Norway    
Pakistan    
Panama    
Peru    
Philippines    
Poland    
Puerto Rico    
Portugal    
Paraguay    
Reunion Island    
Romania    
Russian Federation    
Rwanda    
Saudi Arabia    
Senegal    
Seychelles     
Sierra Leone    
Slovak Republic    
Slovenia    
Somalia    
Spain    
Sudan    
Sweden    
Sao Tome and Principe    
Sri Lanka    
Switzerland    
Tunisia    
Turkey    
Trinidad and Tobago    
Ukraine    
Uganda    
United Kingdom    
Uruguay    
Venezuela    
Vietnam    
Yugoslavia    
South Africa    
Zaire    
OTHER    
 
 
  
33. Please, would you describe your ethnic background? 
 
 African    
Albanian    
Bangladeshi    
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Brazilian    
British    
Caribbean    
Chinese    
Croatian    
Ghanaian    
Ethiopian    
Hispanic    
Indian    
Irish    
Italian    
Korean    
Madagascan    
Mixed: white and black Caribbean    
Mixed: white and black African    
Mixed: white and black Asian    
Other mixed background    
Other Asian background    
Other African background    
Other black background    
Pakistani    
Philippinian     
Polish    
Portuguese    
Rumanian    
Russian    
Rwandan    
Serbian     
Slovenian    
Ukrainian    
OTHER    
 
 
 
34. 
 
How long have you been living in this country? 
 
Since I was born    
Less than 1 year    
Less than 5 years    
Less than 10 years    
More than 10 years    
 
 
   
35. What is the approximate size of the town where you live? 
 
 A farm or property  
 A village (under 1,000 people)  
 A town (up to 20,000 people)  
 A middle-sized city (up to 100,000 people)  
 A city (up to 500,000 people)  
 A metropolitan area (more than 500,000 people)  
 
 
 
36. 
 
How important is it to you to attend a Seventh-day 
Adventist congregation?  
(Mark only ONE) 
 
 
 
 It is not at all important. I live my spiritual life 
independently from the congregation 
   
It is not at all important. I could just as well attend a 
congregation of another denomination 
   
It is not at all important. It would be just as relevant to    
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devote my time to volunteering for a useful cause 
 It has some importance    
 It is quite important to me    
 It is very important to me    
 
 
 
37. 
 
In the past 12 months, have you done any of the 
following?  
(Mark ALL that apply) 
 
 Lent money to someone outside of your family    
 Cared for someone who was very sick    
 Helped someone through a personal crisis    
 Visited someone in hospital    
 Given some of your money/possessions to someone in 
need 
   
 Tried to help someone abusing alcohol or drugs    
 Offered money/voluntary work to a charitable 
organisation 
   
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   38. 
 
Are you involved in any community service, social action or 
welfare groups NOT connected to your (this) 
congregation? (Mark ALL that apply) 
 
 Yes, community service, care or welfare groups for 
elderly, handicapped or deprived people. 
   
 Yes, community actions on issues like poverty, 
employment, housing or racial equality 
   
 Yes, social action groups for peace, third world 
development, fair trade, human rights 
   
 Yes, environmental/animal rights organisations        
 No, I am not involved with such groups    
 
 
 
39. 
 
Here are some aspects of a job that people say are 
important. Please look at them and tell me which ones 
you personally think are the THREE most important 
qualities in a job? 
 
 Good pay  
 Pleasant people to work with  
 Not too much pressure  
 Good job security  
 Good chances for promotion  
 A job respected by people in general  
 An opportunity to work for the Church  
 Good hours  
 An opportunity to use initiative  
 A useful job for society  
 Meeting people  
 A job in which you feel you can achieve something  
 A job which is in harmony with my religious and moral 
convictions 
 
 A responsible job  
 A job that is interesting  
 A job that meets one’s abilities  
 Good physical working conditions  
 To have time off at the weekends  
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  How often do you spend time doing the following?  
 
  Choose from these answers: 
  1 = Every day/most days 
  2 = A few times a week 
  3 = Once a week 
  4 = Occasionally 
  5 = Hardly ever 
  6 = Never 
 
40. Praying or meditating, other 
than at church or before meals 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
41. Reading the Bible on your own 1 2 3 4 5 6 
42. Reading the writings of Ellen G. 
White 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
43. Reading spirituality/ Christian 
books 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
44. Listening to religious/Christian 
music  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
45. Listening to religious 
programmes on Adventist 
radios 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
46. Listening to religious 
programmes on Christian 
radios 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
47. Watching Adventist satellite 
broadcasts  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
48. Watching Christian television 
programmes 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
49. Accessing Adventist websites 1 2 3 4 5 6 
50. Accessing other religious 
websites 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
 
People have different ideas about God. How much do you 
personally agree or disagree with the following statements about 
God? 
 
Choose from these answers:            
 
1 = I strongly disagree 
2 = I moderately disagree  
3 = I slightly disagree 
4 = I slightly agree 
5 = I moderately agree 
6 = I strongly agree 
 
51. There is an all powerful God 1 2 3 4 5 6 
52. God is in control of the destiny 
of this world 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
53. If God really cared about 
people he would put an end to 
all war, famine and disease 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
54. God wants our obedience more 
than anything else 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
55. God still loves me even when I 
have done wrong 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
56. I can rely on God’s help when I 
feel bad 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
57. God seems to be far away and 
silent when I need him 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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58. God is fair in His dealings with 
us 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
59. I want to learn about God while 
I am still young 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
60. God is not important to me at 
this stage of my life 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
61. The biblical idea of heaven is 
only a myth 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
62. God is more powerful than the 
forces of evil 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
63. God has shown us that he 
cares about everyone 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
64. God has given us the freedom 
to accept or reject Him 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
65. God is angry with people who 
do not obey him 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
66. I would rather have God as my 
Judge than any human 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
 
How much time do you spend doing the following?  
 
Choose from these answers:             
 
1 = Never 
2 = 1-2 hours a week 
3 = 3-4 hours a week 
4 = 5-10 hours a week 
5 = 10-20 hours a week 
6 = More than 20 hours a week 
 
67. Watching television 1 2 3 4 5 6 
68. Surfing the web  1 2 3 4 5 6 
69. Listening to the radio 1 2 3 4 5 6 
70. Watching satellite broadcasts 1 2 3 4 5 6 
71. Reading printed newspapers 
and magazines 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
72. Reading books (besides school 
homework) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
 
Please tell us for each of the following statements whether you 
think it can be always justified, never be justified, or something in 
between. (Please mark only ONE answer for each) 
 
1 =  Always justified 
2 =  Usually justified 
3 =  Sometimes justified 
4 =  Rarely justified 
5 =  Never justified 
6 =  I don’t know 
 
73. Companies paying female 
employees less than male 
employees for similar work 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
74. Passing laws discriminating 
immigrant workers against 
national workers  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
75. Cheating on tax if you have the 
chance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
76. Illegal burning or downloading 
of copyrighted material 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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(software, music, movies, 
videogames, etc.) 
77. Speeding over the limit in built-
up areas 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
78. Avoiding a fare on public 
transport 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
79. Lying in your own interest 1 2 3 4 5 6 
80. Cheating at an exam 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
 
82. 
 
Please, would you tell us if you are: 
 
Single (never married)                         
Married                         
Divorced, now remarried    
Divorced, now cohabitating    
Divorced, now single    
Living with my partner    
Widow         
 
 
 
83. 
 
Do you have any children? 
 
None    
1    
2    
3    
More than 3    
  
 
 
84. 
 
Please, classify the economical status of your household: 
 
Upper middle class [Academic]     
Middle class, non manual workers [Employee]     
Manual workers, skilled/semiskilled workers [Craftsman]     
Manual or unskilled workers [Worker]     
Unemployed     
  
 
 
How strongly do the following support each of these statements? 
(Please mark only ONE answer for each) 
 
Choose from these answers:            
 
1 = Never heard of this 
2 = Definitely do not believe this 
3 = Uncertain, but leaning toward not believing this 
4 = Uncertain whether or not believing this 
5 = Uncertain, but leaning toward believing this 
6 = Definitely believe this 
 
 
 
85. God created the world in 6 
24-hour days 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
86. Jesus will come back to earth 
again and take the righteous 
to heaven 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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87. The Ten Commandments still 
apply to us today 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
88. The true Sabbath is the 
seventh day – Saturday 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
89. The investigative or pre-
advent judgement in heaven 
began in 1844 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
90. When people die, they remain 
in the grave until the 
resurrection 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
91. The wicked will not burn 
forever but will be totally 
destroyed 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
92. Ellen G. White fulfilled Bible 
predictions that God would 
speak through the gift of 
prophecy in the last days 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
93. The Seventh-day Adventist 
Church is God’s true last-day 
Church with a message to 
prepare the world for the 
Second Coming of Christ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
94. The body is the temple of 
God, and we are responsible 
in every area of life for its 
care 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
95. The first man and woman, 
created as free beings in the 
image of God, chose to rebel 
against God. We have 
inherited their fallen nature 
along with all its 
consequences 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
96. There is a great controversy 
taking place between God and 
Satan. It began in heaven 
with the rebellion of Lucifer 
and will continue until the end 
of time 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
97. The church is God’s family on 
earth, a community of faith in 
which many members,  all 
equal in Christ, join for 
worship, instruction and 
service 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
98. Baptism is a public testimony 
that we have accepted Jesus 
and want to be involved in His 
church 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
99. We acknowledge God’s 
ownership of the earth and all 
its resources by returning 
tithes and giving offerings 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
100. Marriage is a loving union that 
should be entered into only by 
people who share a common 
faith 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
101. The end-time millennium 
(1,000 years) begins with the 
Second Coming when the 
righteous are taken to 
heaven, and ends with the 
final destruction of the wicked 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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102. After the millennium, God will 
recreate the earth as a 
perfect, eternal home of the 
redeemed. Sin will never exist 
again 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
  
 
 
103. 
 
Which statement comes closest to your view of 
the Bible? (Mark ONE only) 
 
 
 
 We have to understand it literally, word by word     
 We have to understand it in the light of its historical 
and cultural context 
    
 We have to understand it according to the Church’s 
beliefs  
    
 The meaning of the Bible texts is not encapsulated in 
the words themselves. It is responsibility of every 
reader to find the meaning. 
    
 The Bible is not the word of God, but is a valuable book     
 The Bible is an ancient book with little value today.     
 Don’t know     
 
 
 
104. 
 
What is the highest level you have reached in your 
education? 
 
No academic or vocational qualification;     
 
Minimum secondary school qualification or vocational 
equivalent; 
   
   
Highest secondary school qualification or vocational 
equivalent; [Secondary School] 
   
 
Minimum higher education qualification or vocational 
equivalent; 
   
   
University undergraduate degree or vocational 
equivalent; [Higher Education]] 
   
 
Minimum postgraduate qualifications (eg 
Postgraduate Certificate or Diploma) or vocational 
equivalent; 
   
   
University postgraduate degree or equivalent (eg MA, 
Magister, Maitrise) or vocational equivalent; 
University junior research degree or equivalent (eg 
DMin, EdD, Mphil) or vocational equivalent; 
[University] 
   
 
   
    
University research degree or equivalent (eg PhD, 
Dphil, Dr. Phil.) or vocational equivalent. [Doctoral] 
   
  
 
  
If at some stage you attended an Adventist school, at 
what level? (More than one possible option) 
 Type of school 
 
Length  
  One 
year 
Two years More than 
two years 
105. Kindergarten    
106. Primary school    
107. Elementary school    
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108. Secondary school    
109. Higher education    
110. Doesn’t apply    
  
 
  
111. How you would define your sexual orientation?  
Heterosexual    
Homosexual    
Bisexual    
Not certain    
 
 
 
112.      On this list are various groups of people. Could you   
             please sort out any that you would not like to have as  
             neighbours? 
                (Mark ALL that apply) 
 
 People with a criminal record     
 People of a different race     
 Religious or political extremists     
 Heavy drinkers or drug addicts     
 Muslims     
 People of a different religion     
 Immigrants/foreign workers     
 People who have Aids     
 Homosexuals     
 No answer     
 
 
 
Please tell us for each of the following statements whether you 
think it can be always justified, never be justified, or something in 
between. (Please mark only ONE answer for each) 
 
1 =  Always justified 
2 =  Usually justified 
3 =  Sometimes justified 
4 =  Rarely justified 
                          5 = Never justified 
                          6 = I don’t know 
 
113.  Married men/ women having 
an affair 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
114.  Having sex outside marriage 1 2 3 4 5 6 
115.  Abortion 1 2 3 4 5 6 
116.  Divorce 1 2 3 4 5 6 
117.  Euthanasia (terminating the 
life of the incurably sick) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
118.  Suicide 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
119.  
 
Should there be a war in which your country is 
involved, which role would you choose?  
 
 Armed, active military service  
 Non armed support to the army  
 Radical pacifism  
 Don’t know  
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120.  
 
Would you accept a woman serving as an ordained 
pastor in your congregation? 
 
 Yes  
 No  
 Don’t know  
 
 
121.  
 
Would you accept women serving as church leaders 
in your congregation? 
 
 Yes  
 No  
 Don’t know  
 
 
 
Think about the local congregation that you attend. How true of 
your (this) congregation are each of these statements? (Mark ONE 
for each.) 
 
Choose from these answers:               
1 = I do not attend congregation 
2 = Not at all true 
3 = Slightly true 
4 = Somewhat true 
5 = Quite true 
6 = Very true           
 
122.  It feels warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 
123.  I learn a lot 1 2 3 4 5 6 
124.  It accepts people who are 
different 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
125.  Most members want to be 
challenged to think about 
religious issues and ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
126.  It is friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 
127.  It challenges my thinking 1 2 3 4 5 6 
128.  It encourages me to ask 
questions 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
129.  Strangers feel welcome 1 2 3 4 5 6 
130.  It expects people to learn 
and think 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
131.  
 
At what age were you baptized? (Mark 
one). 
 
 
I am not baptised  
Less than 12  
12-15  
16-18  
19-21  
More than 22  
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132.  
 
Please, specify the Conference/Union of Churches 
you belong to: 
 
 
Portuguese Union of Churches  
Spanish Union of Churches  
Italien Union of Churches  
Austria Union  
South German Union  
North German Union  
 British Union  
 Czecho-Slovakian Union  
 Bulgarian Union  
 Franco-Belgian Union   
 Swiss Union  
 Romanian Union  
 Adriatic Union  
 Norwegian Union  
 Netherlands Union  
 Danish Union  
 Swedish Union  
 Finland Union  
 
 
133.  
 
If the Conference you belong to is in the list 
provided, please specify it 
 
 
North France Conference  
South France Conference  
Belgian-Luxembourg Conference  
Berlin-Brandenburg Conference  
Central German Conference  
Hansa Conference  
 Lower Saxonian Conference  
 Northern Rhenish-Westfalian Conference  
 Baden-Wuerttemberg Conference  
 Central Rhenish Conference  
 North Bavarian Conference  
 South Bavarian Conference  
 Banat Conference  
 Moldavia Conference  
 Muntenia Conference  
 North Transylvania Conference  
 South Transylvania Conference  
 Oltenia Conference  
 Irish Mission  
 North England Conference  
 Scottish Mission  
 South England Conference  
 Welsh Mission  
 Bohemian Conference  
 Moravia-Silesian Conference  
 Slovakian Conference  
 French-Italian Swiss Conference  
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 German Swiss Conference  
 Slovenian Conference  
 Croatian Conference  
 East Norway Conference  
 North Norway Conference  
 West Norway Conference  
 Does not apply  
 Finland Finnish Conference  
 Finland Swedish Conference  
 North Finland Mission  
 
 
134.  
 
What is the approximate attendance of the 
congregation you currently attend? 
 
0-20  
20-50  
50-100  
100-200  
200-500  
More than 500  
 
 
135.  
 
How many years have you attended the 
congregation you go to now? 
 
 
 Does not apply  
 Less than one year  
 1-2 years  
 3-5 years  
 6-10 years  
More than 10 years  
All my life  
 
 
136.  
 
How often do you go to church?  
 
 Hardly ever/special occasions  
 Less than once a month  
 Once a month  
 Two or three times a month  
 Usually every week  
 More than once a week  
 
 
137.  
 
Which best describes the congregation you attend? 
(Mark only ONE) 
 
 A youth-oriented congregation  
 A congregation with youth Sabbath school classes   
 A congregation with little youth ministry  
 A congregation with a weekly/monthly youth worship 
service 
 
 Our congregation does not provide a youth-targeted 
worship service 
 
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These questions have to do with your relationships. Answer as 
honestly as you can.  
 
                     Important      Unimportant 
 
138.  How important to you are 
your relationships with other 
Adventist young people? 
1 2 3 4 5  
139.  How important for you are 
your relationships with the 
adult members in your 
congregation? 
1 2 3 4 5  
 
                                                                    Unwilling                 Willing 
 
140.  How willing are youth leaders 
at your congregation to talk 
to you about sensitive issues 
(sex, drugs, etc,) 
1 2 3 4 5  
141.  How willing are your parents 
to talk to you about sensitive 
issues (sex, drugs, etc,) 
1 2 3 4 5  
142.  How willing is your pastor to 
talk to you about sensitive 
issues (sex, drugs, etc,) 
1 2 3 4 5  
 
 
 
Who influenced you most in your choice to be an Adventist? If you 
are never involved, mark “Does not apply to me”. 
 
Choose from these answers: 
1= Does not apply to me 
2 = Not at all 
3 = Not too much 
4 = Somewhat 
5 = Very much 
 
143.  Mother 1 2 3 4 5 
144.  Father 1 2 3 4 5 
145.  Grandparents 1 2 3 4 5 
146.  Friends 1 2 3 4 5 
147.  A pastor 1 2 3 4 5 
148.  Youth leader/s 1 2 3 4 5 
149.  Adult member/s 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
How much has each of the following influenced you in developing 
your religious faith? If you are never involved, mark “Does not 
apply to me”. 
 
Choose from these answers: 
1= Does not apply to me 
2 = Not at all 
3 = Not too much 
4 = Somewhat 
5 = Very much 
 
150.  Adventurer activities 1 2 3 4 5 
151.  Pathfinder activities 1 2 3 4 5 
152.  Companions activities 1 2 3 4 5 
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153.  Young adult activities 1 2 3 4 5 
154.  Week of prayer 1 2 3 4 5 
155.  Week-end retreat 1 2 3 4 5 
156.  Union/Conference youth activities (rallies, 
congresses, youth camps) 
1 2 3 4 5 
157.  Church worship services 1 2 3 4 5 
158.  Youth worship services 1 2 3 4 5 
159.  Sabbath school 1 2 3 4 5 
160.  Church social activities 1 2 3 4 5 
161.  Small prayer groups 1 2 3 4 5 
162.  Humanitarian projects 1 2 3 4 5 
163.  Evangelistic campaigns with other young 
people  
1 2 3 4 5 
164.  Attending an Adventist school/college 1 2 3 4 5 
165.  Personal spiritual life 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
166.  
 
What do you think are the main roles that your 
pastor actually carries out in your (this) 
congregation? (Rank the best THREE options)          
 
 
 Conducting worship  
 Teaching people about the Adventist faith  
 Training people for ministry and mission  
 Converting others to the faith  
 Administering the work of the congregation  
 Visiting, counselling and helping people  
 Developing a vision and goals for the future  
 Offering prayer/being a spiritual role model  
 Involvement in wider community groups or social issues  
 Don’t know  
 There is currently no pastor at my congregation  
 
 
  
Which of the following is the best description of the 
style of your church leaders? (Mark only ONE answer 
for each position) 
 Pastor Youth leader 
 
167.  A leader that tends to act alone   
168.  A leader that trains and 
stimulates others to take 
initiatives  
  
169.  A leader that supports people 
in reaching goals set as a 
group 
  
170.  A leader that mostly follows 
the group   
  
171.  Don’t know   
172.  Currently there is no leader 
here 
  
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173.  
 
To what extent does the pastor of your congregation 
take into account the ideas of the youth?      
 
 A great extent  
 Some extent  
 A small extent  
 Not at all  
 Don’t know  
 There is currently no pastor at my  congregation  
 
 
174.  
 
Do you currently perform any of these leadership or 
ministry roles in your congregation (here)?  
(Mark ALL that apply) 
 
 Youth ministry leadership (Adventurers, Pathfinders, 
Companions, Young Adults team member or Sabbath 
School teacher) 
 
 Sabbath school teaching or preaching at services  
 Music team member (choir, organist, band)  
 Lead, plan or assist in congregation services  
 Congregation elder  
 Deacon  
 Member of the congregation board  
 Pastoral care role (visitation of sick/elderly)  
 Member of an evangelistic team  
 Humanitarian/community service team  
 Small group team member (prayer, Bible study, 
spiritual care) 
 
 Religious education teacher/scripture teacher in schools  
 Another role not mentioned above  
 No such leadership or ministry role  
 
 
175.  
 
Does your church stimulate you to discover and 
use your gifts and skills here?  
 
 
 
 Yes, to a great extent  
 Yes, to some extent  
 Yes, to a small extent  
 Not at all  
 Don’t know  
 
 
176.  
 
Which best describes your involvement in 
responsible roles in your congregation? 
 
 
 
 I have been given the opportunity and often cover 
responsible roles 
 
 I have been given the opportunity and occasionally get 
involved in responsible roles 
 
 I have been given the opportunity but don’t usually get 
involved in responsible roles 
 
 I have not been given the opportunity to be involved 
and this is fine with me 
 
 I have not been given the opportunity to be involved 
and I am not happy about this 
 
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177.  
 
Identify your financial support of your 
congregation.  (Mark ALL that apply) 
 
 
 I give 10% of my income as tithe  
 I give less than 10% of my income as tithe  
 I do not currently tithe  
 I give regular offerings  
 I don’t give any regular offerings  
 I give to specific congregation activities (ADRA, AWR, 
etc.) 
 
 I give to independent Adventist ministries  
 I give to other humanitarian organisations (Red Cross, 
Greenpeace, Amnesty International, World Vision, etc.) 
 
 
 
178.  
 
Does your congregation have a clear vision, goals 
or direction for its ministry and mission? 
 
 
 I am not aware of such a vision, goals or direction.  
 There are ideas, but no clear vision, goals or direction  
 Yes and I am strongly committed to them  
 Yes and I am partly committed to them  
 Yes, but I am not committed to them  
 
 
179.  
 
Which of the following aspects of your congregation 
do you personally most value? (Rank the best THREE 
options) 
 
 Wider community care or social justice emphasis  
 Reaching those who do not attend the church  
 Traditional style of worship or music  
 Contemporary worship  
 Sharing in the Communion/Lord’s Supper  
 Social activities or meeting new people  
 Sermons, preaching, or Bible teaching  
 Bible study or prayer groups, other discussion groups  
 Youth ministry activities  
 Prayer ministry for one another  
 Practical care for one another in times of need  
 Openness to social diversity  
 None of the above  
 
 
180.  
 
There is a regular youth ministry programme in my 
congregation:  
 
 Never  
 Once a month  
 Every two weeks  
 Every week  
 More than once a week  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
298 
181.  
 
I find the youth programmes meaningful at my 
congregation:  
 
 Always  
 Usually  
 Sometimes  
 Rarely  
 Never  
 
 
 
How often do you experience the following during worship services 
at your (this) congregation? (Mark a number in each row) 
 
1 =  Always 
2 =  Usually 
3 =  Sometimes 
4 =  Rarely 
5 = Never 
 
182.  A sense of God’s presence 1 2 3 4 5 
183.  Boredom 1 2 3 4 5 
184.  Awe or mystery 1 2 3 4 5 
185.  Frustration 1 2 3 4 5 
186.  Spontaneity 1 2 3 4 5 
187.  Growth in understanding of God 1 2 3 4 5 
188.  A sense of fulfilling my obligation 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
189.  
 
Which of the following styles of music do you feel 
would be most helpful to you in church worship? 
(Mark ALL that apply) 
 
 Traditional hymns  
 Praise music or choruses  
 African-American gospel music  
 Classical music or chorales  
 Adventist youth songs  
 World music/songs  
 Ambient music  
 Christian rap music  
 Contemporary Christian music  
 No music or songs  
 
 
190.  
 
Do you agree or disagree: ‘The preaching I hear in my 
congregation is very helpful to me in everyday life’? 
 
1 =  Always 
2 =  Usually 
3 =  Sometimes 
4 =  Rarely 
5 = Never 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 
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Think about the time you have spent going to programmes at your 
congregation. How often would you say you have spent time doing 
the following at church (during sermons or other local activities) 
since you have started attending? 
 
Choose from these answers:   
1 = Never 
2 = Rarely 
3 = Once in a while 
4 = Sometimes 
5 = Often 
 
191.  Learning about or discussing unique 
Adventist doctrines (Sabbath, last-day 
events, sanctuary, 1844, investigative/pre-
advent judgement, etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
192.  Learning or discussing about how to 
understand the Bible 
1 2 3 4 5 
193.  Learning or discussing about Ellen G. 
White’s messages 
1 2 3 4 5 
194.  Learning about or doing something about 
people in need, social justice or 
environmental protection 
1 2 3 4 5 
195.  Learning about or discussing sex issues 1 2 3 4 5 
196.  Learning about or discussing drug issues 1 2 3 4 5 
197.  Learning about or discussing Adventist 
standards (smoking, drinking alcohol, not 
going to disco, rock music, jewellery, 
wearing modest clothes, etc.)  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
198.  Learning about or discussing how to live and 
share Christ’s message today 
1 2 3 4 5 
199.  Learning about and discussing God’s grace 
and its meaning for your life and 
relationships 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
Do you agree or disagree? Answer as honestly as you can. 
 
1 = Strongly agree 
2 = Agree 
3 = Neutral or unsure 
4 = Disagree 
             5 = Strongly disagree 
 
200.  My spiritual needs are being met in my 
congregation? 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
201.  
 
Compared to 2 years ago, do you think you 
participate in the activities of your congregation, 
more, less, or about the same amount as you did 
then?  
 
 More  
 About the same  
 Less  
 Does not apply  
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Please tell us for each of the following statements whether you 
think it can be always justified, never be justified, or something in 
between. (Please mark only ONE answer for each) 
 
1 =  Always justified 
2 =  Usually justified 
3 =  Sometimes justified 
4 =  Rarely justified 
                          5 = Never justified 
                          6 = I don’t know 
 
202.  Taking marijuana or hashish 1 2 3 4 5 6 
203.  Smoking tobacco 1 2 3 4 5 6 
204.  Wearing jewellery 1 2 3 4 5 6 
205.  Listening to “hard” rock music 1 2 3 4 5 6 
206.  Seeing a movie at a movie theatre 1 2 3 4 5 6 
207.  Going to a disco to dance 1 2 3 4 5 6 
208.  Drinking alcohol 1 2 3 4 5 6 
209.  Playing a violent video game 1 2 3 4 5 6 
210.  Drinking coffee or caffeinated drinks 1 2 3 4 5 6 
211.  Eating unclean meat 1 2 3 4 5 6 
212.  Watching pornographic materials 1 2 3 4 5 6 
213.  Using cocaine 1 2 3 4 5 6 
214.  Sexual intercourse between two 
unmarried heterosexual adults who 
love each other 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
215.  Sexual intercourse between two 
unmarried under age adolescents who 
love each other 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
216.  Sexual relations between two adults 
of the same sex who love each other 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
217.  
 
Do you live with: 
 
Both parents  
Mother  
Father  
Grandparents  
Friends  
With my boyfriend/girlfriend  
Alone  
Does not apply  
 
 
  
Were your parents born in this country? 
 
  Yes No 
218.  Father   
219.  Mother   
 
 
220.  
 
Are your parents divorced or separated? 
 
No  
Yes  
My parents were never married  
Does not apply  
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How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following? 
 
Choose from these answers:              
1 = No opinion 
2 = I definitely disagree  
3 = I tend to disagree  
4 = I’m not sure  
5 = I tend to agree 
6 = I definitely agree     
 
221. My family life is happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 
222. There is a lot of love in my family 1 2 3 4 5 6 
223. I get along well with my parents 1 2 3 4 5 6 
224. My parents give me help and support 
when I need it 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
225. My parents often tell me they love me 1 2 3 4 5 6 
226. If I break/broke one of the rules set 
by my parents, I usually get/got 
punished 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
 
227. 
 
 
Is your FATHER presently a Seventh-day Adventist? 
 
Yes  
 No  
 Does not apply  
 
 
    
   228. 
 
Is your MOTHER presently a Seventh-day Adventist? 
 
 Yes  
 No  
 Does not apply  
 
 
 
229. 
 
Do/did you have any Adventist grandparents? 
 
 Yes  
 No  
 Does not apply  
 
 
 
Which of these answers best describes to what extent your FATHER 
was like or unlike each of the statements below?  
 
 1 = Father is very unlike this 
 2 = Father is moderately unlike this 
 3 = Father is moderately like this 
 4 = Father is very like this 
 
230.  Spoke to me with a warm and friendly voice 1 2 3 4 
231.  Did not help me as much as I needed 1 2 3 4 
232.  Let me do those things I liked doing 1 2 3 4 
233.  Seemed emotionally cold to me 1 2 3 4 
234.  Appeared to understand my problems and 
worries 
1 2 3 4 
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235.  Was affectionate to me 1 2 3 4 
236.  Liked me to make my own decisions 1 2 3 4 
237.  Did not want me to grow up 1 2 3 4 
238.  Tried to control everything I did 1 2 3 4 
239.  Invaded my privacy 1 2 3 4 
240.  Enjoyed talking things over with me 1 2 3 4 
241.  Frequently smiled at me 1 2 3 4 
242.  Tended to baby me 1 2 3 4 
243.  Did not seem to understand what I needed 
or wanted 
1 2 3 4 
244.  Let me decide things for myself 1 2 3 4 
245.  Made me feel I wasn’t wanted 1 2 3 4 
246.  Could make me feel better when I was upset 1 2 3 4 
247.  Did not talk with me very much 1 2 3 4 
248.  Tried to make me dependent on her/him 1 2 3 4 
249.  Felt I could not look after myself unless 
she/he was around 
1 2 3 4 
250.  Gave me as much freedom as I wanted 1 2 3 4 
251.  Let me go out as often as I wanted 1 2 3 4 
252.  Was overprotective of me 1 2 3 4 
253.  Did not praise me 1 2 3 4 
   254. Let me dress in any way I pleased 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
Which of these answers best describes to what extent your 
MOTHER was like or unlike each of the statements below?  
 
1 = Mother is very unlike this 
2 = Mother is moderately unlike this 
3 = Mother is moderately like this 
4 = Mother is very like this 
 
255.  Spoke to me with a warm and friendly voice 1 2 3 4 
256.  Did not help me as much as I needed 1 2 3 4 
257.  Let me do those things I liked doing 1 2 3 4 
258.  Seemed emotionally cold to me 1 2 3 4 
259.  Appeared to understand my problems and 
worries 
1 2 3 4 
260.  Was affectionate to me 1 2 3 4 
261.  Liked me to make my own decisions 1 2 3 4 
262.  Did not want me to grow up 1 2 3 4 
263.  Tried to control everything I did 1 2 3 4 
264.  Invaded my privacy 1 2 3 4 
265.  Enjoyed talking things over with me 1 2 3 4 
266.  Frequently smiled at me 1 2 3 4 
267.  Tended to baby me 1 2 3 4 
268.  Did not seem to understand what I needed 
or wanted 
1 2 3 4 
269.  Let me decide things for myself 1 2 3 4 
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270.  Made me feel I wasn’t wanted 1 2 3 4 
271.  Could make me feel better when I was upset 1 2 3 4 
272.  Did not talk with me very much 1 2 3 4 
273.  Tried to make me dependent on her/him 1 2 3 4 
274.  Felt I could not look after myself unless 
she/he was around 
1 2 3 4 
275.  Gave me as much freedom as I wanted 1 2 3 4 
276.  Let me go out as often as I wanted 1 2 3 4 
277.  Was overprotective of me 1 2 3 4 
278.  Did not praise me 1 2 3 4 
   279. Let me dress in any way I pleased 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
   280. 
 
Which of the following best describes, in your opinion, 
the way your FATHER is religious? 
 
This question does not apply to me  
He is not religious at all  
He is not very religious  
He does religious things, but it doesn’t seem to matter 
much how he leads his life. 
 
Although he is religious, it is not easy to tell how it 
influences his life 
 
He is deeply religious. It is evident that his faith has a big 
impact on how he lives his life. 
 
 
 
 
    281. 
 
Which of the following best describes, in your opinion, 
the way your MOTHER is religious? 
 
This question does not apply to me  
She is not religious at all  
She is not very religious  
She does religious things, but it doesn’t seem to matter 
much how she leads her life. 
 
Although she is religious, it is not easy to tell how it 
influences her life 
 
She is deeply religious. It is evident that her faith has a 
big impact on how she lives her life. 
 
 
 
 
    282. 
 
How often does/did your FATHER talk with you about 
his own personal faith?  
 
 Never  
 Hardly ever mentioned  
 About every two or three months  
 Every few weeks  
 Just about every day  
 Does not apply  
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    283. 
 
 
How often does/did your MOTHER talk with you about 
her own personal faith? 
 
 Never  
 Hardly ever mentioned  
 About every two or three months  
 Every few weeks  
 Just about every day  
 Does not apply  
 
 
 
How comfortable are your parents in talking with others about 
their faith and what God means to them? 
 
Choose from these answers:              
1 = This question does not apply to me 
2 = Not comfortable 
3 = Comfortable 
4 = Very comfortable 
 
284. Your father 1 2 3 4 
285. Your mother 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
286.        Which of the following best describes your family’s   
                   spiritual life? 
 
 We mostly pray together   
 We mostly read together  
 We mostly share our ideas with each other  
 Usually a combination of the above  
 We hardly ever have a spiritual life as a family  
 We don’t have any form of family spiritual life  
 
 
 
287.       How often does your family share spiritual activities   
         (praying together, reading, sharing ideas, worshipping)   
         away from church? 
 
  Never  
 Monthly  
 Weekly  
 Daily  
 
 
 
288.         When you think about family worship or other spiritual   
                activities in your home, which of these best applies?  
                (Mark only ONE option) 
 
       Interesting  
       Meaningful  
       The same every time  
       A waste of time  
       Does not apply  
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289. 
      
     Taking all things together, would you say you are:  
 
      Very happy  
      Quite happy  
      Not very happy  
      Not at all happy  
      Don’t know  
 
 
 
290. 
 
     Some people feel they have complete free choice and 
     control over their life. Other people feel that what they 
     do has no real effect on what happens to them. Please 
     use the scale to indicate how much freedom of choice 
     and control you feel you have over the way your life 
     turns out? 
 
        1        2       3        4       5        6       7       8        9     10 11 
         None at all A great deal Don’t know 
 
 
291.  
      Generally speaking, would you say that most people 
      can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in  
      dealing with people? 
 
       Most people can be trusted       
       Can’t be too careful       
       Don’t know       
 
 
 
292. 
 
Have you ever tried to kill yourself? 
 
      No, never        
       Yes, once        
       Yes, sometimes        
       Yes, often        
 
 
 
   293. 
       
      Have your ever considered killing yourself? 
 
      No, never        
       Yes, once        
       Yes, sometimes        
       Yes, often        
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For each of the following statements, tell how much you agree or 
disagree. (Choose ONE answer for each) 
 
Choose from these answers:             
1 = I definitely disagree 
2 = I tend to disagree 
3 = I’m not sure 
4 = I tend to agree 
5 = I definitely agree 
 
294.  I know that to be saved I have to live by 
God’s rules 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
295.  I know that God loves me no matter what 
I do 
1 2 3 4 5 
296.  There is nothing I can do to earn 
salvation 
1 2 3 4 5 
297.  Following Adventist standards and 
practices will cause me to be saved 
1 2 3 4 5 
298.  The way to be accepted by God is to try 
sincerely to live a good life 
1 2 3 4 5 
299.  The main emphasis of the gospel is on 
God’s rule for right living 
1 2 3 4 5 
300.  I am loved by God even when I sin 1 2 3 4 5 
301.  I am worried about not being ready for 
Christ’s return 
1 2 3 4 5 
302.  Salvation is the way God rewards us for 
obeying Him 
1 2 3 4 5 
303.  Salvation is God’s way of saying “thank 
you” for our good behaviour 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
304. 
 
Please, would you tell us if you ever had sexual 
intercourses (“gone all the way,” “made love”) 
outside marriage? 
 
No, never  
 Yes, once  
 Yes, sometimes  
 Yes, often  
 
 
 
305. 
 
Please, would you tell us how old were you when you 
had your first sexual intercourse (“went all the way”, 
“made love”)? 
 
Below 12  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
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306. 
 
Have you ever experienced sexual abuse (being 
touched or fondled in sexual areas of the body, raped, 
or seduced, or pressured into having sex against your 
will)? 
 
No, never  
Yes, once  
Yes, sometimes  
Yes, often  
 
 
 
307. 
 
If it happened, in which context? 
 
It never happened  
Family  
Congregation  
Acquaintances outside the Congregation  
Work  
None of the above  
 
 
 
308. 
 
Have you ever been physically abused by an adult 
(that is, when an adult caused you to have a scar, 
black and blue marks, welts, bleeding, or a broken 
bone)? 
 
No, never  
Yes, once  
Yes, sometimes  
Yes, often  
 
 
Over 25  
Never  
  
How many times, if ever during the last 12 months, 
did you do each of the following? 
 
Choose from these answers:  
 
1 = Never  
2 = Less than once a month 
3 = About once a month 
4 = 2 or 3 times a month 
5 = About once a week 
6 = Several times a week 
7 = Once a day or more 
 
309.  Drink alcohol (beer, 
wine or liquor) while 
alone or with friends 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
310.  Use marijuana or 
hashish  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
311.  Use cocaine  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
312.  Have five drinks or 
more in a row (a drink 
is a glass of wine, a 
can of beer, a shot of 
liquor, or a mixed 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Indicate how much you disagree or agree with these statements. 
 
Choose from these answers. 
 
1 = I definitely disagree 
2 = I tend to disagree 
3 = I’m not sure 
4 = I tend to agree 
5 = I definitely agree 
 
317.  I enjoy reading about my religion 1 2 3 4 5 
318.  I go to congregation because it helps me 
to make friends 
1 2 3 4 5 
319.  It doesn’t much matter what I believe so 
long as I am good 
1 2 3 4 5 
320.  Sometimes I have to ignore my religious 
beliefs because of what people might 
think of me 
1 2 3 4 5 
321.  It is important to me to spend time in 
private thought and prayer 
1 2 3 4 5 
322.  I have often had a strong sense of God’s 
presence 
1 2 3 4 5 
323.  I pray mainly to gain relief and protection 1 2 3 4 5 
324.  I try hard to live all my life according to 
my religious beliefs 
1 2 3 4 5 
325.  What religion offers me most is comfort 
in times of trouble and sorrow 
1 2 3 4 5 
326.  My religion is important because it 
answers many questions about the 
meaning of life 
1 2 3 4 5 
327.  I would rather join a Bible study group 
than a congregation social group 
1 2 3 4 5 
328.  Prayer is for peace and happiness 1 2 3 4 5 
329.  Although I am religious, I don’t let it 
affect my daily life 
1 2 3 4 5 
330.  My whole approach to life is based on my 
religion 
1 2 3 4 5 
331.  I go to church mainly because I enjoy 
seeing people I know there 
1 2 3 4 5 
332.  I pray mainly because I have been taught 
to pray 
1 2 3 4 5 
333.  Prayers I say when I’m alone are as 
important to me as those I say in church 
1 2 3 4 5 
334.  Although I believe in my religion, many 
other things are more important in life 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
alcoholic drink) 
313.  Hit or beat up 
someone 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
314.  Take something from a 
store without paying 
for it 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
315.  Get into trouble at 
school 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
316.  Use tobacco 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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355. 
 
In twenty years time, do you think you will be active 
in the Adventist Church? 
 
No  
Unlikely  
Probably  
Definitely  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
310 
APPENDIX B 
INSTRUMENT DESIGN OF THE VALUEGENESIS EUROPE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
311 
Variables from Former Valuegenesis Surveys 
Variables adapted from former Valuegenesis surveys were Adventist Standards 
and Lifestyle, Altruism, At-Risk Behaviors, Caring Parenting Style, Church Climate, 
Church Warmth, Denominational Loyalty, Extrinsic Religious Orientation, Faith-
Maturity, Family Climate, Grace, Intrinsic Religious Orientation, Notion of God 
(Valuegenesis Australia), Materialism, Orthodoxy I, Orthodoxy II, Overprotective 
Parenting Style, Parental Monitoring, Permissive Parenting Style, Personal Devotion, 
Thinking Congregation, Warm Congregation, and Works (Gillespie, 2005; Gillespie, 
Donahue, Gane, & Boyatt, 2004). Modified variables of the Valuegenesis Europe were 
Affectionate Father, Affectionate Mother, Bioethics, Cheating, Drugs Attitudes, Extrinsic 
Religion, Good Family Climate, Intrinsic Religion, Powerful Loving God, Salvation by 
Works, Traditional Adventist Theology, and Typical Adventist Lifestyle. Further, for the 
first time in a Valuegenesis survey, respondents were asked for their Sexual Orientation. 
Former Valuegenesis variables omitted from the Valuegenesis Europe survey were 
Dissatisfaction with Adventist Standards Enforcement, Evangelization, Religious 
Education Quality, and School Climate, as well as almost all other items related to the 
SDA-school system
1
 
Variables Adapted from Other Surveys 
Variables (v) and questions (q) adapted from other surveys that had an influence 
on the instrument design of the Valuegenesis Europe were from the European Value 
                                                 
1
 At Items 105 to 110 respondents were asked: “If at some stage you attended an Adventist school, 
at what level?” Answer options were “Kindergarten” (N = 75), “Primary school” (N = 107), “Elementary 
school” (N = 85), “Secondary school” (N = 133), “Higher education” (N = 58), and “Doesn’t apply” (N = 
903). Length of time attended was to be indicated each by choosing “One year” (Secondary school N = 37), 
“Two years” (Kindergarten N = 23), or “More than two years” (Primary school N = 85). 
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Study (European Values Study 1999/2000, 2007): Happiness (v1), Importance in Life 
(v11), Freedom of Choice (v67), Immoral Behavior (v230, v233, v234, v235, v236, 
v240), Job Aspects (v71 - v86), News and Media (v263), and from the Church Life 
Survey (Church Life Survey, 2001): Church Service Experience (q182 - q188), Clear 
Vision (q178), Congregations most Value (q28), Discouraging Invitations (q49), 
Encouragement to find and use Personal Gifts and Skills (q35), Frequency of Church 
Service Visits (q1), Helping Others (q24), Helpfulness of Preaching (q42), Importance of 
God (q47), Invitation to Church (q30), Involvement in any Community Service outside 
the Congregation (q23), Leadership Roles (q7), Leadership Styles (q36), Main roles of 
the Pastor (q37), Music Styles (q41), Readiness to Talk about Faith (q25), Responsibility 
(q43), Satisfied Spiritual Needs (q6), View of the Bible (q13), and Years of Church 
Attendance (q2). 
Demographic factors were included on Age, Age at Baptism, Baptismal Status, 
Country of Residence, Economic Status, Educational Level, Ethnical Background, 
Gender, Nationality, Parents’ Marital Status, Parents’ Origin, Personal Marital Status, 
Number of Children, and, as mentioned before, Sexual Orientation (Handbook to the 
SPSS-File Valuegenesis Europe, 2008). 
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FAMILY AND CHURCH VARIABLES AND ASPECTS OF FAITH DEVELOPMENT        
AS TESTED IN NULL HYPOTHESIS 1, 3, 5, AND 7 
 
 
 
Note. *p<.01. ** Suppression. 
 
 
 
 NULL HYPOTHESIS 1 NULL HYPOTHESIS 3 NULL HYPOTHESIS 5 NULL HYPOTHESIS 7 
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FAMILY VARIABLES     
Affectionate Father X X               
Affectionate Mother X X  X X X    X       
Family Climate .211 X X X X        .133    
Family Influence          X**           
Family Religious Background  X          X**  X       
Overprotective Father X X  X             
Overprotective Mother X X  X             
Parents’ Sensitive Communication X   X             
Permissive Father X                
Permissive Mother X   X      X**        X**       
Religious Father X X  X  X    X    X   
Religious Mother X X X X        X    .106 
Spiritual Life .211 .257 X .203 .124 .160 .131 .148   X X   .106  
CHURCH VARIABLES     
Church Activities .259 .295 .202 .257 X X X .101 X X X X .103   X 
Church Attendance    X        X**         
Church Influence X X X X             
Church Sensitive Communication X X  X             
Church Warmth X .309 X X     X**       X**     X**       X**     
Clear Vision X X               
Importance of Church 
Relationships 
.310 .580 X .407 .135 .306  .216 .115 .290  .196 .143 .301  .229 
Meaningful Youth Program X .460 X .257  .120    .114    .138   
Regular Youth Program  X  X             
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts .272 .498 X .347 .102 .184 X .156 X .162 X .150 X .184 X .146 
Spiritual Needs .210 .404 X X       X**     X**  X     X** -.107**     
Thinking Climate X .315 X .225    X    X     
Worship Experience .355 .473 X .372 .181 .124 X .182 .173 .118 X .180 .166 .187 X .142 
Youth Ministry .234 .277 .205 .209 X  X    X    .136  
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INTERACTIONS BETWEEN FAMILY AND CHURCH VARIABLES AND ASPECTS OF FAITH DEVELOPMENT  
AS TESTED IN NULL HYPOTHESIS 2, 4, AND 6 WITH AGE 
 
 
 Age 
Null Hypothesis2 Null Hypothesis 4 Null Hypothesis 6 
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Affectionate Father     
X X X  
X X X X 
Affectionate Mother     
Family Climate     
Family Influence     
Family Religious Background     
Overprotective Father     
Overprotective Mother     
Parents’ Sensitive Communication     
Permissive Father     
Permissive Mother     
Religious Father     
Religious Mother     
Spiritual Life     
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Church Activities     
X X X X 
Church Attendance     
Church Influence     
Church Sensitive Communication     
Church Warmth     
Clear Vision     
Importance of Church Relationships     
Meaningful Youth Program  X  X 
Regular Youth Program     
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts  X   
Spiritual Needs     
Thinking Climate     
Worship Experience     
Youth Ministry     
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INTERACTIONS BETWEEN FAMILY AND CHURCH VARIABLES AND ASPECTS OF FAITH DEVELOPMENT  
AS TESTED IN NULL HYPOTHESIS 2, 4, AND 6 WITH BAPTISMAL STATUS 
 
 
 
Baptismal Status 
Null Hypothesis2 Null Hypothesis 4 Null Hypothesis 6 
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Affectionate Father  X   
X X 
 
X 
X X X X 
Affectionate Mother     
Family Climate     
Family Influence     
Family Religious Background     
Overprotective Father  x   
Overprotective Mother     
Parents’ Sensitive Communication     
Permissive Father     
Permissive Mother     
Religious Father  X   
Religious Mother     
Spiritual Life X X   
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Church Activities X    
X X X X 
Church Attendance     
Church Influence     
Church Sensitive Communication     
Church Warmth X X X X 
Clear Vision     
Importance of Church Relationships X X  X 
Meaningful Youth Program X X  X 
Regular Youth Program     
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts     
Spiritual Needs X X  X 
Thinking Climate  X   
Worship Experience X X  X 
Youth Ministry  X   
 
 
 
  
317 
INTERACTIONS BETWEEN FAMILY AND CHURCH VARIABLES AND ASPECTS OF FAITH DEVELOPMENT 
AS TESTED IN NULL HYPOTHESIS 2, 4, AND 6 WITH COUNTRY OF RESIDENCE 
 
 
 
Country of Residence 
Null Hypothesis 2 Null Hypothesis 4 Null Hypothesis 6 
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Affectionate Father     
X X X X 
X X X X 
Affectionate Mother     
Family Climate     
Family Influence     
Family Religious Background     
Overprotective Father     
Overprotective Mother     
Parents’ Sensitive Communication X    
Permissive Father     
Permissive Mother     
Religious Father     
Religious Mother     
Spiritual Life     
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Church Activities     
X X  X 
Church Attendance     
Church Influence     
Church Sensitive Communication     
Church Warmth     
Clear Vision X X   
Importance of Church Relationships     
Meaningful Youth Program     
Regular Youth Program  X  X 
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts     
Spiritual Needs     
Thinking Climate     
Worship Experience     
Youth Ministry     
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INTERACTIONS BETWEEN FAMILY AND CHURCH VARIABLES AND ASPECTS OF FAITH DEVELOPMENT 
AS TESTED IN NULL HYPOTHESIS 2, 4, AND 6 WITH FAMILY ECONOMIC STATUS 
 
 
 
Family Economic Status 
Null Hypothesis 2 Null Hypothesis 4 Null Hypothesis 6 
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Affectionate Father     
   X 
 X  X 
Affectionate Mother     
Family Climate     
Family Influence     
Family Religious Background     
Overprotective Father     
Overprotective Mother   X  
Parents’ Sensitive Communication     
Permissive Father     
Permissive Mother     
Religious Father     
Religious Mother     
Spiritual Life     
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s 
Church Activities     
X X X X 
Church Attendance     
Church Influence     
Church Sensitive Communication     
Church Warmth     
Clear Vision     
Importance of Church Relationships     
Meaningful Youth Program     
Regular Youth Program     
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts  X   
Spiritual Needs     
Thinking Climate     
Worship Experience     
Youth Ministry   X  
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INTERACTIONS BETWEEN FAMILY AND CHURCH VARIABLES AND ASPECTS OF FAITH DEVELOPMENT 
AS TESTED IN NULL HYPOTHESIS 2, 4, AND 6 WITH GENDER 
 
 
 
Gender 
Null Hypothesis 2 Null Hypothesis 4 Null Hypothesis 6 
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Affectionate Mother     
Family Climate     
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Parents’ Sensitive Communication     
Permissive Father     
Permissive Mother     
Religious Father     
Religious Mother     
Spiritual Life     
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Church Activities     
 X   
Church Attendance     
Church Influence     
Church Sensitive Communication     
Church Warmth     
Clear Vision     
Importance of Church Relationships     
Meaningful Youth Program  X   
Regular Youth Program     
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts     
Spiritual Needs     
Thinking Climate     
Worship Experience     
Youth Ministry  X  X 
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INTERACTIONS BETWEEN FAMILY AND CHURCH VARIABLES AND ASPECTS OF FAITH DEVELOPMENT 
AS TESTED IN NULL HYPOTHESIS 2, 4, AND 6 WITH PARENTS’ MARITAL STATUS 
 
 
 
Parents’ Marital Status 
Null Hypothesis 2 Null Hypothesis 4 Null Hypothesis 6 
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X 
Affectionate Mother     
Family Climate     
Family Influence     
Family Religious Background     
Overprotective Father     
Overprotective Mother     
Parents’ Sensitive Communication  X   
Permissive Father     
Permissive Mother     
Religious Father     
Religious Mother     
Spiritual Life  X   
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s 
Church Activities     
    
Church Attendance     
Church Influence     
Church Sensitive Communication     
Church Warmth     
Clear Vision     
Importance of Church Relationships     
Meaningful Youth Program    X 
Regular Youth Program     
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts     
Spiritual Needs     
Thinking Climate     
Worship Experience     
Youth Ministry     
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INTERACTIONS BETWEEN FAMILY AND CHURCH VARIABLES AND ASPECTS OF FAITH DEVELOPMENT 
AS TESTED IN NULL HYPOTHESIS 2, 4, AND 6 WITH PARENTS’ ORIGIN 
 
 
 
Parents’ Origin 
Null Hypothesis 2 Null Hypothesis 4 Null Hypothesis 6 
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Affectionate Mother     
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Church Activities     
X X X X 
Church Attendance     
Church Influence     
Church Sensitive Communication     
Church Warmth     
Clear Vision     
Importance of Church Relationships  X X  
Meaningful Youth Program     
Regular Youth Program     
Responsibilities and Personal Gifts  X   
Spiritual Needs     
Thinking Climate     
Worship Experience     
Youth Ministry  X   
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Von: IRB [mailto:irb@andrews.edu]  
Gesendet: Donnerstag, 28. Juli 2011 17:54 
An: Alexander Schulze 
Cc: Erich Baumgartner 
Betreff: RE: IRB 11-112 Exempt 
 
 
Dear Alexander, 
Thank you for submitting your IRB application for research involving human subjects. For easy 
tracking we have assigned a protocol number 11-112 and ask that you reference this study in 
future correspondence.  
Based on the information provided your research is Exempt from IRB review because you are 
using already existing data 46.101(b)(4). You may continue with your research. However, we ask 
that you inform IRB office if there are any changes in the research protocol before 
implementation of such changes. 
Best wishes in your studies. 
 
 
Sarah Kimakwa 
IRB, Research & Creative Scholarship  
Tel: 269-471-6361 
Fax: 269-471-6246 
IRB email: irb@andrews.edu  
Research email: research@andrews.edu  
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